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Nationalist Comment 


Tickling at the press 

As predictable as the frost on a winter’s 
morning was the shrill outcry of protest 
unanimously emitted forth by the news- 
papers last month against the Calcutt Report 
recommending new laws which would 
impose curbs on press exposures of people’s 
private lives. 

Let us say straightaway that there was 
nothing particularly admirable about the way 
this report was commissioned. The press has 
for a long time been a rogue elephant in 
British life, often seeming to serve interests 
not only not British but at times positively 
anti-British. All this has happened without 
any sign of a will on the part of government 
to compel the controllers of this mightily 
powerful institution to behave responsibly 
and serve the national interest. The spark 
that ignited this Government’s disposition to 
seek press curbs was most certainly nothing 
other its members’ desire to protect them- 
selves and their establishment cronies from 
the embarrassing consequences of press 
stories about their own follies and indis- 
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This was how The Sun (15.1.93) pictured its own martyrdom under the proposals 
contained in the Calcutt Report on the press. What was ignored was the press’s own 
self-censorship over a wide range of issues of very vital public interest. 


cretions іп the private field. ‘“They just want 
to save their own skins,” howled The Sun 
leader on January 15th. ‘‘Advocates of new 
press curbs have not got the public interest 
at heart,’’ said Pat Chapman in The Indep- 
endent on the same day. No doubt these 
assessments are correct, but they tend to 
obscure the real nature of the debate, which 
is, or at least should be, one covering a 
much wider area of press reporting and 
comment than mere scandalmongering of the 
kind that has been in the news recently. 
Contained in all the objections to the 
Calcutt Report is the assumption that the 
freedom of the press and broadcasting media 


to say exactly what they like is one of the 
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essential cornerstones of democracy. This 
might be somewhere near the truth if those 
media provided a forum for every citizen, 
representing every organisation and interest 
and including those representing no-one but 
themselves, to speak out on the great and 
small issues of the time. This would 
certainly be an exercise in democracy but it 
would not necessarily always be right; there 
are matters affecting the public and national 
interest over which there is a need for con- 
fidentiality and secrecy. A nation and a 
media not addicted to the ‘democratic’ drug 
would accept this without demur. However, 
when, as is the case in Britain, we live in a 
society whose rulers never tire of proclaim- 
ing that they are dedicated totally to demo- 


” cratic values it is reasonable to expect that 
` the constitution and conduct of the mass 


media will literally reflect that claim. Of 
course they do not. 

In a population of approximately 57 
million, the number of people who can 
actually be classed as owners of the mass 
media in Britain can be counted in four 
figures, if not three. If we reduce this down 
to the heads of the gigantic newspaper 
combines, we are getting a figure that could 
be counted on the fingers of two hands. Add 
to these the moguls of the major private TV 
and radio companies, plus the Director 
General and Board of Governors of the 
BBC, and you get a number probably well 
short of a hundred. You would then have to 
add the heads of all the publishing 
companies and major sound and video 
record makers and distributers to get a 
figure somewhere between a hundred and a 
thousand — tiny, whichever way you look at 
it, as a portion of the British Nation as a 
whole. | 

And yet it is this minute minority that 
decides what news and views are going to be 
put over by the mass media to the British 


public. Just tell us, what is ‘democratic’ 
about that? 

Of course, we do not for one moment 
suggest it could be otherwise; the very idea 
of a mass media providing a free outlet for 
the views of every Tom, Dick and Harry in 
a country like Britain is pure chimera. It just 
is not possible; for better or for worse, 
control of the mass media, just like control 
of every other powerful institution in a 
nation, will always be in the hands of élites. 
It might be nice if things could be arranged 
in a different way, but they can’t. 

But all this means one thing: people 
vested with the power that is vested in those 
élites which exercise such а crucial 
influence on public opinion — an influence 
which arguably is today even greater than 
that of government itself — are people 
possessing exceptional privileges, privileges 
that ipso facto impose upon them special 
duties and responsibilities, above all the 
responsibility to use their power in a manner 
which safeguards and promotes the national 
and public interest, and not to use it in a 
manner which harms those interests. 

Of course, the judgement of what serves 
or harms the public interest is a human one 
which can be fallible. But someone, or some 
group, has to make it. Who should it be? 


The doctrinal response of the media to 


this question will invariably be: the media 
themselves. In other words, in matters of 
responsible news and comment, the practice 
of the media should be a self-regulatory one. 
One of the main themes of the Calcutt 
Report is that this simply has not worked. 
The Press Complaints Commission, says 
Calcutt, ‘‘has failed because it is not 
independent and does not fairly hold the 
balance between the press and the indiv- 
idual.’’ We can certainly agree with that, but 
what other kind of regulatory body can there 
be which is independent in the total sense of 
that term? Again we are back in the world 
of chimeras. Any kind of body, most of all 
a kind that is able to use its regulatory 
powers with any competence, is going to be 
appointed by someone, and is not therefore 
wholly independent. 

But most certainly, such a body, if it is 
appointed by, or in any other way tied up 
with, the press itself, is going to be the least 
independent of all. Not only might it be 
beholden to interests, it is liable to consist of 
people whose minds are thoroughly set in a 
framework in which the privileges of the 
press exist as if by divine right, and in 
which any attempt by an outside interest to 
interfere with them is impertinence 
amounting to tyranny. | 

At the end of the day, it is difficult to see 
how, out of a selection of alternatives every 
one of which is far short of perfect, we can 
avoid granting the prerogative of press and 
other media supervision to government. It is 
almost superfluous to add that under present 
government that prerogative would most 
certainly be abused — abused, indeed, just as 
much as it is now abused by the lords of the 
media themselves. Here, as in 50 many 


instances where a policy or principle 
involving government is proposed, it must 
be based on the hypothesis of a government 
very different from the one actually in 
office. 

This: particular principle has to rest on 
another principle, even more fundamental: 
that is that there cannot rightly be any 
institution within the nation commanding 
immense power over people’s lives, actions 
and thoughts which is entirely independent 
in its own right, that is not subordinate to 
some higher authority — which can only be 
government. If this seems an outrageous 
proposition with regard to the mass media, 
might we simply ask: is there anyone who 
believes that the armed forces should be 
independent and not subject to an authority 
higher than themselves? Or that the police 
should be so? Or the civil service? Or the 
Treasury? Then there is the question of the 
law of the land itself. Whatever the 
arguments about the independence of the 
judiciary, there can be no argument that the 
legislation which determines the powers of 
that judiciary is passed by parliament, which 
is supposedly the representative of the 
people. Yet the mass media in one day have 
more influence over the way the average 
individual thinks and behaves than the law of 
the land has in the course of a whole year. 
But it remains the prevailing superstition of 
‘democracy’ that these mass media, which 
are controlled by a tiny minority and an 
unelected one at that, should be responsible 
to no-one! Any suggestion that they should 
not be at liberty to publish or broadcast just 
what they like is taken as a violation of 
‘freedom’ and a sinister portent of creeping 
dictatorship. 

What many do not seem to understand 18 
that the media themselves have today come 
to constitute a virtual dictatorship of their 
own, in as much as media mandarins 
exercise as rigid censorship over certain 
areas of public debate as any that is 
envisaged by the Calcutt Report concerning 
press snooping and invasions of individuals’ 
privacy. 

If the press object to Calcutt on the 
grounds that the private misdeeds of public 
figures should be subject to open scrutiny, 
then why does the press not give effect to 
the same principle with regard to other vital 
matters? Why, for instance, was former 
Financial Times writer C. Gordon Tether 
sacked years ago for his disclosures con- 
cerning clandestine meetings of shady 
internationalist organisations like the Bilder- 
burger Group? Why have the mass media 
refused over some 30 or 40 years to permit 
a truly open debate on the effects of the 
multi-racial society? Why do the same media 
consistently arrange discussions on ‘anti- 
semitism’ in which the so-called ‘anti- 
semites’ are never allowed to take part? In 
all the millions of words that the media have 
printed and broadcast concerning Hitler, 
why has no articulate defender of the pro- 
Hitler point of view ever been allowed to 
address a national audience and state his 


case? Among all the many attacks that media 
spokesmen have made on so-called ‘cons- 
piracy-theorists’, why has no conspiracy- 
theorist ever been allowed a platform of 
reply? 

These are the media, remember, that 
squeal like stuck pigs if someone should 
dare to suggest a limitation on their powers 
and prerogatives — and all in the name of 
‘freedom’, ‘openness’ and other splendidly 
sounding concepts supposedly to do with our 
democratic tradition! 

So what is the truth about the Calcutt 
Report? The truth is that it does not go 
nearly far enough. It proposes curbs to cover 
a very limited area of press abuses, which 
leave other, much more important, abuses 
entirely untouched. | 1 

Sunday Telegraph editor Charles Moore, 
in one of the less hysterical responses to 
Calcutt acknowledged (January 17th) that 
sections of the press had indeed behaved in 
such a way as to provide some grounds for 
the enquiry, and went so far аз to say that 
‘‘much of the press acts as if it were not 
really part of this country at ай.” That is 
precisely the nature of the problem, and it is 
a problem that remains virtually ignored by 
the proposals that Sir David Calcutt has put 
forward. Our verdict on Sir David’s report 
must therefore be: too little and too late. 
This is not a criticism of him personally, 
since he was no doubt forced to operate and 
make recommendations essentially within 
limited terms of reference. The criticism 
really applies to the whole way at which 
Britain looks at its press and its other means 
of mass communication. In recent abuses the 
tip of the iceberg has been revealed. Few, it 
seems, want to talk about the lethal force for 
havoc and destruction that lies underneath. 


Zapping Saddam again 

What became very obvious last month was 
that former US President Bush — with the 
British Government, as usual, following 


behind like obedient poodles — was deter- 


mined to find some pretext for staging 
another attack on Iraq. Whether Bush was 
seizing upon his last chance to pursue a 
personal vendetta against Saddam Hussein — 
whom he clearly hates — before relinquish- 
ing the presidency, or whether he was 
merely acting according to the requirements 
of the Israeli lobby in Washington, is 
unclear. However, one after another insolent 
demand was made to the Iraqi Government 
which the latter, no doubt to Bush’s great 
frustration, complied with. Eventually, 
despairing that Saddam Would give the US 
good grounds for an attack (the Iraqi leader 
could see what the game was and refused to 
be lured), Bush ordered his planes to bomb 
Baghdad anyway. A hotel was hit and civil- 
ians were killed. A factory was destroyed 
which the UN had declared non-nuclear. But 
no matter — the US and the New World 
Order had once again shown Saddam who 
was boss. Honour was satisfied and Bushy 
could go out with a personal bang and with 
the gratitude of the Jews to boot. | 
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A LEGEND FALLING APART 


The latest Churchill book, says JOHN TYNDALL, hammers a 
few more nails in the coffin of historical ‘orthodoxy’ 


A MINOR EARTHQUAKE hit the histor- 
iographical establishment at the beginning 
of the new year when a hitherto unknown 
professor of history at the University of 
East Anglia let loose on the world a book 
which debunked the entire legend of 
Winston Churchill as a saviour of Britain 
in his role of war leader against Hitler. 

The book is titled Churchill: The End of 
Glory, and its author is Dr. John Charmley, 
a man who up to the present has not, so far 
as we know, taken any part in the highly 
contentious debate that goes under the name 
of ‘historical revisionism’. Perhaps that is an 
advantage, for his work has taken the pub- 
lishing and bookselling world entirely by 
surprise. What is also perhaps advantageous 
is that Dr. Charmley has couched his 
reappraisal of Churchill in much more 
diplomatic terms than another Churchill 
iconoclast, David Irving. Britain’s wartime 
Premier was, according to Charmley, ‘‘a 
great man by definition.” While this 
assertion is one that our own readers will 
find very arguable, at least it has the merit 
of opening up the Churchill debate to a 
much wider audience than would otherwise 
have been the case. Britain is currently 
going through a phase of mudslinging with 
regard to its popular national heroes, and it 
is only too easy for confusion to arise 
between this practice for its own sake and 
legitimate and vital historical enquiry. 
Peregrine Worsthorne, writing in the Sunday 
Telegraph on January 10th, said of the 
widespread attention being given the book: 
“Му this eagerness to seize upon any piece 
of new evidence, however, insubstantial, to 
dent our national pride?” One sees his point, 
for there are people about only too anxious 
to do just that. The questions raised by 
authors such as Irving and Charmley con- 
cerning Churchill’s war policy, however, are 
of such profound importance that possible 
dents to national pride should not be allowed 
to obscure them. 

What is the essence of Charmley’s theme? 
That Churchill was wrong during 1940-41 to 
reject Hitler’s offer of an honourable peace 
with Britain, whereby our national indep- 
endence would have been guaranteed and 
our Empire preserved intact ш return for our 
termination of the war in the west and our 
giving Germany a free hand to proceed 
against Russia. The determination (0 
continue the war, for which Churchill was 
primarily responsible, resulted, so the author 
says, in the expansion of communism over 
half of Europe, the destruction of the British 
Empire, the loss of Britain’s position as a 
great power and her reduction to the status 
of American satellite. The book even hints 
that Churchill’s policy of a fight to the death 
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His obsession with destroying Hitler over- 
ruled his judgement of Britain’s interest 


with Hitler, apart from stemming from 
personal ambition to make his mark on 
history, was not unconnected with his having 
been under strong Jewish influence — the 
Jewish determination to destroy Nazi 
Germany at all costs hardly needing either 
confirmation or explanation. 


FAMILIAR THEME 


This theme of course is nothing new. 
Irving expounded it in Churchill’s War in 
language of far greater vehemence towards 
its subject. It was central to the writings of 
Sir Oswald Mosley on British foreign policy 
both before the war, when it was no more 
than speculation about future events as yet 
unconfirmed, and after the war, when it was 
amply confirmed by what had recently 
happened. And, needless to say, it was what 
Hitler himself argued when justifying his 
peace offers to us. To many of course, such 
a theme is condemned out of court by the 
very fact of its having these personages 
numbered among its advocates. Dr. 
Charmley, however, can hardly be put in the 
same category. Мо political label can 
apparently be slapped upon him beyond his 
own confession that he is known by his 
friends at college as something of a 
Thatcherite. 37 years old, he would have 
been born some considerable time after 
World War II ended. As was said about him 
in a brief pen picture in the Sunday 


Telegraph of January 4th, ‘‘he views himself 
as being in the vanguard of a new wave of 
historians able to take a clinical, unem- 
otional view of the wartime leader’s 
гесога.”” Said Charmley: ‘Ме are the first 
generation to view him (Churchill) only as 
an historical figure. I wanted to clean the 
varnish off the portrait, so to speak, to look 
in closer detail at the man, warts and all.” 
Not surprisingly, Churchill: the End of 
Glory has generated a considerable national 
storm, with orthodox historians jostling each 
other in the queue to disparage it, foremost 
among them being Churchill court bio- 
grapher Martin Gilbert and leading Hitler 
biographers Alan Bullock and the German 
Joachim Fest. Newspaper columns over the 
past month have fairly bristled with 
indignant rebuttals of the Charmley thesis. 


COUNTER ARGUMENTS 


The arguments of Charmley’s opponents 

have been manifold but they may broadly be 
boiled down to three principal categories, 
namely:- | 
(1) Even if it is accepted that Hitler wanted 
to make peace with Britain in order to 
concentrate his forces on Russia without 
enduring the German nightmare of a war on 
two fronts, who can be sure that with Russia 
defeated and Germany thus in a position of 
enormous strength he would not then have 
turned against us and invaded us, or at least, 
by threat of invasion, reduced us to satellite 
status? 1 
(2) The claim that the war destroyed the 
British Empire is answered by the counter- 
claim that that Empire was destined sooner 
or later to break up anyway and that the war 
only brought forward by a few years a 
development that was inevitable, even 
desirable. 
(3) Even if it could be proven that the war. 
with Germany was a cause of the destruction 
of the Empire and of Britain’s position as a 
great power, indeed that its consequences 
were detrimental in almost every way to 
British interests, the imperative of getting rid 
of Hitler and Nazism overshadowed all else. 
The war, in other words, was justified 
essentially on moral grounds. 


To deal with the first objection first, we 
could not of course have been sure that 
Hitler, after winning in Russia, would not 
have turned against Britain and attempted to 
invade her or reduce her to satellite status. 
Very little is sure in international relations, 
and at the end of the day we have to make 
decisions based on probabilities. The vital 
question was whether the probability of that 
scenario coming about was greater or less 
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than the probability of Britain ending a 
militarily victorious war with her power 
gravely diminished and as the virtual satellite 
of America. The argument of that school of 
historians to which Charmley, Irving and 
Alan Clark belong is that the former 
probability was a great deal less than the 
latter one. Were they right? Well, all we can 
say with certainty at this distance of time is 
that the first might have happened, while the 
second undoubtedly did happen. Straight- 
away, the revisionist school begins the 
debate with a massive advantage. Its 
adversaries have the onus thrown upon them 
to make an immensely powerful case for the 
probability of a similar fate befalling us 
through a deal with Hitler as actually did 
befall us by Churchill’s refusal of such a 
deal. 

So what was the probability of Britain 
falling under Hitler in the event of German 
victory in the East? Let it be stated imm- 
ediately that it would have been consider- 
ably smaller had we adopted the policies 
called for by Mosley in the 1930s whereby 
Britain engage in a programme of massive 
rearmament. Writing years later in his auto- 
biography My Life, the former fascist leader 
said:- 

“Тһе policy which I stood for before the 

last war was to make Britain so strongly 

armed that it need not fear attack from any 
quarter, to develop the British Empire, and 
not to intervene in any foreign quarrel 
which did not affect British interests. It 
may be convenient here to record my 

advocacy of the rearming of Britain over a 

long period before the war. 

““Егот the day our movement was formed, 

I pressed for the rearmament of our 

country. On October 1st 1932 I wrote: 

‘The arrival of the air factor altered 

fundamentally the position of these islands, 

and the consequences of that factor have 
never yet been realised by the older 
generation of politicians. We will immed- 
iately raise the air strength of Britain to the 
level of the strongest power in Europe.’ ” 


MILITARY WEAKNESS 

Unhappily, by 1940-41 such a position of 
massive armed strength on Britain’s part was 
pure hypothesis. Mosley’s demands for 
greater rearmament had not been heeded and 
the preceding years had not been put to 
advantage in building up either our air 
defences or our land forces; we were 
formidable in naval power alone, and in any 
military contest with Hitler in which the 
latter was able to concentrate all his forces 
in the West we wouldn’t have stood a 
chance. The man who had been branded as 
the German Fihrer’s ally and would-be 
puppet had in fact been the only public 
figure of importance in British pre-war 
politics to call for a state of armament 
adequate to meet a German attack on Britain 
had it actually occurred. Yet those who had 
rejected Mosley’s rearmament policies were 
the very ones who were most determined to 
pick the quarrel with Hitler that made strong 
armaments the most essential. In a quite 
puerile article in the Daily Mail (January 


9th) Paul Johnson depicted a scenario in 
which the Germans had occupied Britain and 
Mosley was Hitler’s chief collaborator; 
Johnson failed to explain why, if the 
Blackshirt leader had been so anxious to 
bring us under German control, he had stood 
for the very programme of rearmament that 
would have made Hitler’s task of conquering 
us the most difficult. 

In the period between Dunkirk in 1940 
and the German onslaught against Russia in 
1941, Britain suffered the military weakness 
and impotence that was the direct result of 
gross neglect of armaments during the 
previous decade, so that the danger of her 
falling under German domination was 
certainly greater than if Mosley’s policies 
had been followed. But the real question is 
as posed before: what would have been the 
prospect of Hitler conquering or subjugating 
us after he had concluded a victorious war 
in Russia? 


WHAT DID HITLER WANT? 

Here is where what is needed is some 
understanding of Hitler’s mind. Anyone who 
has made the most elementary effort to study 
the career of the German leader should 
know that thé undertaking which obsessed 
him from the beginning of his political 


career was to build a great German Empire 


in a land area contiguous to Germany itself. 
In Mein Kampf and in all his subsequent 
declarations he made it abundantly clear that 


he saw Russia as providing such an area — 


indeed it was the only possible area. His 
strategy was to acquire lands that would 
provide living space for an expanding 
German population, together with additional 
food-growing areas and the raw materials 
that Germany could not supply itself. 
Russia, including as it did then the Ukraine, 
met all these needs; Britain, by contrast, met 
none of them. Even if we are to take as 
insincere Hitler’s professions of admiration 
for the British people and his desire for 
friendship with them, an invasion of this 
country simply did not fit into the logic of 
his overall geopolitical policy and plan. It 
would have been a difficult operation, and 
even if successful it would have necessitated 
the placing of a permanent occupation force 
in this country which would have repres- 
ented a heavy drain on German manpower 
and the German economy just at a time 
when those very resources would be most 
urgently needed elsewhere. 

The argument that Hitler planned the 
subjugation of Britain really fits into the 
wider argument which maintains that his aim 
was world domination. Mosley answers this 
argument in The Alternative (published 1947) 
with logic that is hard to challenge:- 


““Тпеп it was not a question of dropping 
something on the chief cities of a diss- 
enting country which in the course of 
seconds could wipe their effective civil- 
isation from the face of the earth. 
Conquest entailed the occupation of 
countries in considerable force, and the 
problem of 1939 (for which read also 
1940-41. J.T.) must always be regarded in 


these terms. So it may be asked: can 
anyone in his senses have contemplated the 
German grenadier perpetually marching in 
pursuit of eternally dissident underground 
movements over every great space of the 
earth from the steppes of Russia to the 
prairies of the Americas, across the deserts 
of the Sahara or the Gobi until at length 
his devoted figure was chasing some 
nonconforming Lama in the remote fast- 
ness of Tibet? For, in the conditions of 
that day, this must have been the exhaust- 
ing destiny of the German soldier if his 
leaders had cherished the idea of world 
dominion, and had achieved the consider- 
able initial success of overthrowing by 
force of arms every government of every 
great country in the world. German troops 
would have occupied the entire earth and 
the whole manhood of Germany would 
have spent their lives and vital energies in 
incessant guerilla fighting.” 

Now contemplate a situation in which the 
Germans, having won new living space in 
Russia several times the size of Germany 
proper, would face the task of digesting and 
exploiting this huge empire. To get a picture 
of what that would have involved in the way 
of a commitment of resources, let us take a 
jump forward to the present and observe the 
massive problems facing today’s Germans in 
absorbing an area minute by comparison, 
namely the former DDR. This undertaking is 
acknowledged as likely to constitute a drain 
on the German economy for perhaps a 
generation to come — and all that without 
the need to occupy and defend it against an 
insurguent alien populace. Can anyone in his 
right mind then imagine that Hitler, in 
possession of new territory extending to the 
Urals, the proper ‘germanising’ of which 
would have taken centuries, would have 
wished to divert men and money from this 
gigantic enterprise to conquer a country 
lying ш the opposite direction that would 
have been completely useless to Germany 
except as a trophy? Liberal minds, which of 
course are perfectly capable of imagining 
that statesmen go to war for such infantile 
purposes, might grant some credibility to the 
theory. But men who live in the real world 
— as Hitler unquestionably did — will 
dismiss it as fantasy not worthy of a 
moment’s consideration. 


DUTY OF BRITISH LEADERS 


All this notwithstanding, it would have 
been criminal folly for British policy to be 
based on the certainty that Hitler, having 
dealt with Russia, would not turn round and 
try to impose his will on Britain, whether by 
direct military action or by the mere force 
majeure of German might, now with the 
resources of the eastern territories to back 
him up. However sincerely the German 
leader’s assurances of peace and friendship 
were taken, no British statesmen worthy of 
the name would have assumed these assur- 
ances to constitute cast-iron guarantees of 
our own safety. However remote a drive 
against Britain by Hitler might have seemed, 
it would have been the responsibility of our 
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A LEGEND FALLING APART 
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own leaders to have built British strength up 
to the very maximum to guard against that 
contingency. Quite apart from their own 
judgement of future probabilities, with the 
massive accumulation of German power 
opinion in Britain would have accepted 
nothing less. 

So how could this have been done? Let us 
at this point take a look at simple statistics. 
In 1940 the combined white populations of 
the British Empire and Commonwealth came 
to a total almost equal to that of the 
Germany of the time (that is Germany with 
the inclusion of Austria, the Sudetenland and 
other ethnically German territories of 
occupied Europe). If it be argued that Hitler, 
by way of the countries he had conquered, 
had additional pools of manpower and 
resources, against this must be set the vast 
manpower reserves of the non-white popu- 
lations of the British Empire, at least a part 
of which would have been at our disposal — 
plus of course that Empire’s colossal natural 
resources. 

It is here that we come to the question of 
whether the British Empire could have been 
preserved in the event of a negotiated peace 
in 1940-41, or whether it was destined, as 
orthodox historians claim, to be dissolved 
. sooner or later with or without such a peace. 


HOW EMPIRE WAS LOST 

At this point it is right to clear up certain 
misconceptions. The commonest one of these 
has been expounded by Sir Oswald Mosley, 
John Charmley and David Irving alike. It is 
that the British Empire was destroyed by 
World War II. In fact it was not; the Empire 
remained intact at the end of that war but 
disintegrated by a piecemeal process in the 
two decades following. It is undoubtedly 
true that the war played a major part in 
hastening the latter event indirectly, as it 
crippled Britain economically and rendered 
her badly dependent on American aid for 
post-war recovery. The price of that aid was 
intense pressure by the Americans on Britain 
to abandon imperial trading preferences and 
later to make the first moves towards joining 
the European Economic Community — all 
developments which made an imperial policy 
much harder to sustain, as they provoked an 
obvious cooling of pro-British sentiment in 
Empire countries. 

This is very different, however, from 
saying that the war made the loss of empire 
inevitable. Had there been the will in Britain 
to preserve it, it undoubtedly could in the 
main part have been preserved — albeit with 
difficulties presenting а much greater 
challenge to British resolution and statecraft 
than would have existed without the exhaus- 
tion of war and the resulting pressures from 
America. The plain fact is that, far from 
willing the preservation of empire, British 
post-war leadership willed only its destruc- 
tion. Pressure from across the Atlantic could 
have been confronted, had our politicians 
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been of the mettle and disposition to under- 
take the task, by a frank declaration to the 
British people of what was happening, and 
then a massive mobilisation of national effort 
to resist it. If such a mobilisation was 
possible for the purpose of Britain playing 
its part in the defeat of Hitler, why could it 
not have been possible for the much more 
imperative, while much less difficult, 
purpose of winning the subsequent peace in 
indpendence from the United States? The 
effort was never made — precisely for the 
reason that Britain’s post-war generation of 
political leaders never wanted to make it. 
American hegemony was accepted as 
virtuous and welcome, while imperial retreat 
was made into an article of faith barely 
challenged throughout the political spectrum. 
No, Britain did not lose her Empire by 
fighting World War II; she lost it because in 
the aftermath of that war her ruling class 
wanted out. 

None of this is to say that had we come to 
terms with Hitler after Dunkirk, or better 
still after the Battle of Britain when pride 
was salvaged and revanchism was in recess- 
ion, the difficulties of sustaining our 
imperial position would not have been much 
reduced. It is only to say that a ruling class 
resigned to national twilight would have 
surrendered the Empire with or without 
those difficulties, while a strong and 
patriotic one would have preserved it in 
either circumstance. 


TWO EMPIRES, NOT ONE 


The other misconception arises from the 
all-too-common tendency to lump the British 
Empire together as if it consisted of a single 
entity, to be retained or abandoned whole- 
sale, instead of a very complex and varied 
group of countries, each requiring individ- 
ual consideration, and in general falling into 
two quite distinct categories. 

On the one hand there were the lands 
commonly regarded as ‘colonial’ possessions 
— territories inhabited mainly by non-white 
races, which in the last event required 
holding down by compulsion. These varied 
enormously in size, from India at one 
extreme to Malta at the other. Every 
commitment to apply the necessary force to 
hold these possessions had to related 
rationally to the value of the possession in 
question. Also variable in size were the 
white minorities in these countries -- quite 
large in Southern Rhodesia, for instance, as 
a portion of the whole population, while 
comparatively tiny in India when measured 
likewise. No one single rule could possibly 
be applied to the question of whether we 
should hang on to these possessions or get 
out; each one had to be assessed in accord- 
ance with its own set of circumstances. 
Generally speaking, however, it could be 
said that a not insubstantial part of this 
colonial empire consisted of countries in 
which the cost of defence and development 
was modest in relation to the benefits 
derived. 

On the other hand there were the mainly 


white dominions. Here a totally different set 
of circumstances prevailed. In two of these, 
Australia and New Zealand, the majority 
population was, and is still, of British 
extraction. In another, Canada, ethnic 
Britons constituted, then as now, the largest 
single group. Yet another, not officially 
termed a ‘dominion’ but usually classed 
along with those who were, was South 
Africa, where the largest part of the 
dominant race was not British and moreover 
could be considered as anti-British. The 
crucial fact concerning the dominions, apart 
from their largely British populations, was 
that they had for some time before World 
War II become self-governing and that their 
links with the ‘Mother Country’ were 
maintained by voluntary consensus of their 
own peoples rather than by compulsion 
applied from Britain. In the case of South 
Africa it was always probable that such 
consensus would eventually favour a 
loosening, even a complete severance, of 
these ties; in the case of the others there was 
no reason whatever why this should necess- 
arily happen. And jn the case of both the 
dominions and South Africa it would be by 
means of the political process, not by use of 
armed force, that their relationship to Britain 
and the Empire would be decided. 

From all this it may readily be seen that 
the circumstances determining whether the 
Empire would stay together or fall apart 
were to some degree different in as much as 
they affected each country, and funda- 
mentally different in as much as they 
affected the non-white colonies on the one 
hand and the self-governing white states on 
the other. Not only this, the importance to 
Britain of the white states remaining linked 
with us far transcended that of the non-white 
ones doing so. Almost the whole of the non- 
white part of the Empire — that is that part 
which required retention by coercive means 
— could secede from us without any drastic 
loss of imperial strength, whereas the loss of 
just two countries, Australia and Canada, 
would cut the Empire to less than half its 
original territorial size, deprive it of more 
than half its mineral and food-growing 
resources and lose it nearly a third of its 
white population. 

The question of whether World War II 
resulted in the loss of the British Empire 
really therefore becomes a question of 
whether it resulted in the loss of those 
portions of the Empire that, together with 
the United Kingdom itself, constituted the 
main nucleus of British and imperial power. 
In every case where this has happened it has 
happened in consequence of post-war politics 
rather than wartime armed conflict — with 
the qualification that the latter did have a 
partial influence on the former, though not a 
decisive one. 

None of this, however, contradicts the 
theses of either Mosley, Irving or Charmley 
that fighting a war to the finish against 
Hitler gravely damaged the British Empire 
while not in any way being necessary to 
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preserve it. It does, at the same time, very 


much contradict the contention of the. 


opposite school of historical opinion that the 
Empire was bound to disappear regardless of 
the war. 


POLITICS HOSTILE TO EMPIRE 


What is much closer to the truth is that 
the British Empire in all probability could 
not be sustained given the politics prevailing 
in Britain before, during and after the war. 
The ideological climate was totally hostile.to 
it, whilst the means to make it work effect- 
ively were not available within the existing 
political and economic system. This is still 
the case today. Whether some degree of 
reversal of the process of imperial disin- 
tegration would be possible by means of a 
fundamental change in these ideological and 
political circumstances is an interesting 
question, but that belongs to an entirely 
separate debate. Suffice it to say here that 
the maintenance of any great structure of 
empire requires a political class capable of 
thinking and feeling on an imperial scale, a 
class with the instinct for grand horizons. 
The bourgeois outlook that had thoroughly 
permeated ruling circles in Britain by the 
onset of World War II made it certain that 
the price to be paid for empire — whether it 
be insubordination towards America, the use 
of armed force in the defence of sover- 
eignty, or apostasy against the 20th century 
religion of race equality — would be deemed 
too great to a political type whose highest 
aspiration was to practise small politics in a 
cosy island backwater. 

Rulers of this kind could hardly be 
expected to understand the options open to 
Britain in 1940-41. Mesmerised by a sense 
of the impotence to which their own misrule 
had reduced their country, and terror- 
stricken in the face of a Germany that was 
beyond their comprehension, they could see 
no better policy than to keep the war going 
as best they could until Uncle Sam (of 


course purely out of the generosity of his 
heart!) stepped in to bail them out of the 
desperate mess resulting from their folly. In 
that frame of mind they seemed to be 
incapable of seeing the stark alternatives on 
offer: to continue as they were doing, in 
which case Britain was bound to lose — 
whether Germany or Russia and America 
were the victors; or to leave Hitler a free 
hand to proceed against Russia and in the 
meantime to use the breathing space to 
pursue a single-minded policy of imperial 
development and national armament so that 
the German leader, if he later proved not 
true to his word and turned against us, 
would be confronted with an adversary of 
such strength that the risks involved in 
attacking it would not remotely be repaid by 
the benefits derived from winning. It might 
be added that even this contingency 
presumes that Hitler would have been 
allowed by other Germans to get away with 

a policy as pointless from the standpoint of 
Germany’s interest as Churchill’s was from 
the standpoint of Britain’s. 


THE MORAL ARGUMENT 

So what is left? All that is left is the 
strictly moral argument: that Hitler and 
Nazism were so frightful that Britain was 
honour bound to give a lead in mobilising 
the world in a righteous crusade against 
them — a crusade so imperative that our own 
self-immolation as a great power was a risk 
worth taking in that endeavour. 

This mood was captured perfectly in an 
article in the Daily Telegraph (4.1.93) by 
that paper’s defence editor John Keegan, 
when he wrote:- 


‘*The material balance is not, however, the 
only measure of the worth of Churchill’s 
strategy. There is a moral dimension as 
well. If Charmley overlooks Hitler’s 


failures as a leader, he also overlooks his 
turpitude as a human being... A negotiated 
peace would not have deterred him from 
the wickedness he planned against Russia 


Defeated British and French troops wait for evacuation. The allied military debacle was 


the result of years of neglect of Britain’s armed forces. 


and the objects of his racial hatred. On the 
contrary, it would have encouraged him 
and made it all the easier for him to 
perpetrate his cruelties.’’ 


Here is laid out, almost to perfection, the 
knee-jerk response of the do-gooding liberal 
to every international challenge and crisis. 
World affairs are just one gigantic Holly- 
wood movie, with its goodies and baddies. 
It is our instinct and duty at all times to take 
sides with the goodies, without a moment’s 
consideration for the long-term consequences 
of our decisions. We are like the poor little 
rich boy at the casino who stakes the entire 
family estate, and together with it the 
inheritance of unborn ‘generations without 
end, in one impulsive bid at the roulette 
table because the passing fancy of a few 
seconds prompts the feeling that it is the 
‘right’ thing to do — or perhaps because the 
gamble is necessary to impress the young 
lady at his elbow. 

All this aside, it has been proved again 
and again that those who like to shape 
foreign policy, and to send millions of men 
marching to war and possibly to their 
deaths, in accordance with moral judge- 
ments tend to be notoriously selective in the 
exercise of those judgements. Here it is 
apposite to return to Mosley. Defending his 
opposition to the war in My Life, he said:- 

“Аге we to be told that we fought for a 
moral principle, but after the war were too 
weak to implement it? It is now admitted 
that we were never in a position to honour 
our guarantee, not even when we signed 
the treaty with Poland against Germany. 
Does morality then consist in undertaking 
commitments we cannot possibly meet, in 
signing cheques we know will be dishon- 
oured? At any rate, we tried, we went to 
war — comes the reply — it was ineffective 
to save Poland but we did our best. We 
answer again: Do you only try when it is 
a question of a war with Germany, and 
never when the question is a war with 
Russia? What are the influences or 
fantasies which determine this disparate 
morality? To what a quagmire of humbug, 
confusion and disaster are we led by this 
will о” the wisp of prejudice and passion 
masquerading as morality. 

““Трезе metaphysicians of morality in 

foreign affairs will have a hard task to 

defend their thesis when the clouds of war 
have finally lifted and a new generation 
demands clear answers...” 


As 15 now happening in the case of 
people like Dr. Charmley. Meanwhile 
Mosley’s biographer Robert Skidelsky 
perfectly articulates the former fascist 
leader’s attitude to such matters in Oswald 
Mosley, when he says:- 


““Тпе highest statesmen had thus come to 
possess a passionate ‘will to achievement’ 
in which high purpose was combined with. 
complete realism in action and execution. 
British statesmanship on the contrary had 
recently exhibited the reverse quality of a 
moral hysteria in which action could take 
place at all only under the impact of 
temporary passion, which was bound to 
deflect it from the true purposes of action. 
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A LEGEND FALLING APART 
(Contd. from prev. page) 


The classic examples in Mosley’s life were 
Neville Chamberlain’s avalanche of 
guarantees to Eastern Europe in March- 
April 1939, and Eden’s ‘hysterical 
stampede’ into Suez in 1956. Mosley’s 
comment on the latter might apply just as 
well to the former: ‘Nothing was thought 
out in advance. Every move was the result 
not of plan but of impulse.’ (The 
European, 1956)” 


THE ESSENTIAL DEBATE 


Here we really get to the core of the 
argument about Churchill’s policy. What is 
being fought out here is a contest not so 
much between the admirers and critics of 
one individual political leader, however 
important the results of his actions, as 
between two fundamental conceptions of 
politics — international politics especially but 
politics in general too: that school of thought 
which responds impuisively and emotionally 
to situations and sees world affairs essen- 
tially as something to be decided on one’s 


momentary perception of what is ‘morally 
right’; and that which views decisions of 
great consequence as ones to be taken in an 
atmosphere of absolute coolness and calm, 
with the interests of state always the over- 
riding consideration. Here we see the 
conflict between the ‘liberal’ and Caesarian 
approaches to great affairs, between whim 
and outrage on the one hand, and measured 
responsibility on the other — a conflict all 
too visible in the present dispute as to 
whether young British lives should be 
endangered teaching a lesson to Saddam 
Hussein or protecting relief lines in Bosnia. 

Thus are the lines drawn in the Churchill 
debate essentially in accordance with 
ideological criteria. Britain’s war leader may 
perhaps seem to have been right — if you 
look at world affairs from the perspectives 
of old women at a knitting circle. But when 
statesmen are playing with the lives of great 
nations — with the blood of vast legions of 
those currently living and the inheritance of 
yet vaster multitudes who will succeed to the 
estate in centuries to come — more practical 
assessments are necessary. 

Does the Churchill controversy really 
matter any more? It matters crucially as we 


near the end of a century in which the 
muddling and hysterics of political gamblers 
have wreaked havoc with western civilis- 
ation, and as we approach a new century 
which will demand the return of the Caesars 
if the damage is to be repaired. The contro- 
versy might indeed be seen as one of the 
opening rounds in the conflict between the 
old century and the new. 

Do not expect Churchill’s champions to 
be persuaded by the force of rational 
argument — for their commitment to him 
and everything he stood and fought for is 
essentially an emotional one. They have 
invested too much of their lives in the order 
of which he was part for them to be capable 
of change. They will roar and they will 
fulminate. They will thunder and they will 
declaim. But they will not confront the facts 
because the facts are too uncomfortable for 
them. They will simply take refuge behind 
images of ‘our finest hour’, that fading 
memory of the generation, now old and 
bewildered as it contemplates the nightmare 
modern world, which half a century ago was 
spurred by Winnie’s speeches to march to 
calamity and catastrophe. 


1993: “NEW WORLD ORDER’ 
ON THE RETREAT EVERYWHERE 


The frantic lies and misrepresentations of the establishment 
press, says, ЇМОН BENSON, only aim to conceal the fact 
that the controllers of the modern world are experiencing 
rejection of their plans in one part of the globe after another 


The following article was first published 
under the title ‘A New Year Call to Arms’ in 
the January issue of Behind the News, 
available from PO Box 29, Sudbury, Suffolk 
CO10 6EF. 


NEVER BEFORE have people been so 
bombarded with news and news inter- 
pretation, and never before have they 
found it harder to understand what is 
happening in the world. 

The paradox is easily resolved: the real 
meaning of what is happening in any part of 
the world at any particular time is to be 
found only in a total scenario of history 
covering the whole world and a period of at 
least a hundred and fifty years. 

What is required is what this service has 
been trying to supply ever since it began in 
1977 — a total coherent interpretation of the 
history of our age. | 

The age of conflict in which we live is 
recognised, even by establishment historians, 
as an historic whole; and it can be an 
historic whole only because it is the product 
of the operations of one set of forces — a 
single drama, like Hamlet, Macbeth or any 
other, but played out on a vastly greater 
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stage: that of the whole world in the 20th 
century. 

What is needed, we suggest as a new year 
begins, is a look at the whole world as from 
a telstar in space and time, a mind-picture of 
the world which might explain the escalating 
disorder in so many places — the chaos and 
famine in Africa, the genocidal savagery in 
the Balkans, strife in all the ‘republics’ of 
the former Soviet Union, the eruption of 
‘neo-nazism’, and with it ‘anti-semitism’, in 
all the countries of Europe and even further 
afield, not to mention the threat of another 
worldwide depression. 

The situation at a glance can be stated 
briefly as follows:- 

The New World Order conspiracy — for 
conspiracy it certainly is — has continued to 
advance throughout the year, but now finds 
itself confronted with a frightening reverse 
image of itself in the form of a worldwide 
counter-revolutionary movement. 

It is therefore reasonable to suppose that 
we shall be seeing, іп ever-increasing 
measure, a confrontation of two great 
historical forces: on one side, a highly 
concentrated and aggressive power, having 


its source and centre in money; and on the 
other side, an outraged and embattled 
human nature. 

The conflict is one of increasing severity 
between those who rule and cannot create 
order, and those ruled, who begin to yearn 
for new leaders and rulers. 

Establishment communicators produce 
many excellent descriptions of scenes of 
disorder, deploring the sufferings involved. 
They have answers to the implied questions 
‘what?’, ‘where?’ and ‘when?’; but all steer 
clear of the all-important questions ‘why?’ 
and ‘who?’ — warned by instinct, no doubt, 
that any attempts to find answers to such 
questions could bring them into collision 
with those who make things happen. 

Another historical fact of major import- 
ance now plainly visible to those who can 
watch what is happening ‘as from a telstar in 
space and time’ — a moral viewpoint — is 
that the ‘New World Order’, of which much 
is now being said and written, is utterly 
unattainable; there can be no such thing. 
What passes by that name is what we now 
have, a world disorder, an age of conflict 
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without precedent in recorded history. 

So why are those responsible for the 
conduct of the New World Order conspiracy 
not discouraged by the appalling results 
being produced? 

Answer: Because the entire operation, as 
viewed by those who exercise power in the 
promotion of it, has been highly successful; 
its single central purpose has been achieved: 
that of increasing the quantity and reach of 
their power. 


HUMAN NATURE VIOLATED 

The ‘moral viewpoint’, from which 
present unfolding history can be seen to have 
a meaning very different from that supplied 
by the establishment media, calls for a few 
additional words of explanation. 

By ‘moral viewpoint’ we mean what Karl 
Jung means with the expression ‘a religious 
attitude to life’; and this we would define as 
follows: It is an attitude founded on an 
unassailable belief that all existence is 
subject to immutable laws of cause and 
effect, and that hence there can be no order 
in the world except that which arises out of 
compliance with such immutable laws; 
moreover, that such immutable laws are 
encoded in human nature as everywhere else 
in the universe. From which it follows that 
whereever there is persistent disorder there 
have been violations of laws applicable to 
human nature, especially such as arise out of 
a misuse of power. 

In the light of such an interpretation of 
history we can now proceed to examine 
more closely those disorders in Germany 
and France — to take only two examples — 
which have been getting so much attention in 
the news media and which are, in fact, only 
accentuated versions of what has been 
happening all over the world. 


ANGER, NOT HATRED 


As good a starting point as any for such a 
re-examination of history from a ‘moral 
viewpoint’ is an article in the London Daily 
Telegraph of December 4th by that paper’s 
recently appointed ‘religious columnist’ 
Clifford Longley, an article under the 
arresting title ‘Seven Stages of Hatred that 
Lead to the Gas Chambers’. His opening 


paragpagh:- 


‘‘Half a century after the passing of Hitler, 
belonging to the ‘wrong group’ has again 
become a passport to racial and religious 
persecution in Europe. Only Jews, 
perhaps, can fully appreciate what is 
happening to the Moslems of Bosnia and 
the Turks of Germany. By what process 
does an innocent minority become the 
focus of vicious hatred? Faced with that 
threat, how із that minority to be 
defended? It is as much a moral as a 
religious question.” 


All we have to do in order to expose the 
semantic trick perpetrated in this article is to 
suggest the replacement of the word 
‘hatred’, wherever it is used, by ‘anger’. 

If it is anger we see as the immediate 
cause of disorder in all the countries of 
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SYMPTOM OF POPULAR REVOLT 
A Le Pen supporter at a rally in France 


Europe, giving rise to ‘extremist nation- 
alism’, ‘neo-nazism’, etc., we are naturally 
inclined to enquire into the possible causes 
of it. 

‘Hatred’, on the other hand, with all its 
connotations of pure evil, slams the door on 
any further enquiry or discussion. 

But not only does this ‘religious column- 
ist’ deceive himself and others with his use 
of the fright-word ‘hatred’, instead of 
‘anger’, he is even guilty of incitement to 
hatred with a wholly gratuitous reference to 
‘gas chambers’. 

This is a trick used repeatedly in estab- 
lishment reporting of current events: defam- 
ation, incitement to hatred, passed off as 
public debate. 

An even more glaring example of the 
deliberate use of incitement to hatred as a 
weapon of psychological warfare was a 
lengthy article in The Spectator magazine 
(December Sth) under the heading 
‘Germany’s Deep Wells of Hatred’. In this 
article Jan Buruma ‘‘examines the eruption 
of neo-nazi violence and argues that it stems 
from German hatred of fellow Germans.”’ 
The ugly mind-picture of the Germans thus 
engendered is reinforced with a hideously 
ugly cover-page caricature of Hitler. 

Listing a few of the instances of ‘‘sick- 
ening violence’? in Germany, Buruma 
remarks: ‘‘This type of viciousness is not 
confined to Germany. French are murdering 
Arabs, Italians assault Africans, British 
molest ‘Pakis’, and so on. I am not sure 
whether the term neo-nazi really fits most of 
these racist killings... I suspect there is not 
one sociological or political explanation of 
the racialist rage sweeping Europe.’’ 

What those who write like this are really 
saying is that no explanation can be found 
that is compatible with policies being 
implemented in the countries now being 
plagued with disorders. 

For such analysts of modern history, 
perish the thought that there could be 


anything wrong with policies required by the 
power-centralising process! 

But there is an explanation to be found 
by those who have no commitment to the 
powers imposing those policies, an explan- 
ation compatible rather with a system of 
natural law, to which all must yield sooner 
or later. | 

The brief explanation is that the ‘law- 
makers’ of modern power politics are law- 
breakers; and that, however, misguided or 
deplorable the behaviour to which anger 
gives rise, the anger is legitimate, fully 
compatible with immutable laws that apper- 
tain to the creation and maintenance of order 


among people. 


‘REJECTION’ SYMPTOMS 


So what is the law of nature that has been 
violated by Germany’s rulers? 

Answer: It is the law, encoded in human 
nature as instinct, which everywhere and 
always has prompted people to fight to the 
death in defence of their homeland and 
society. It is an instinct designed to foster 
everything that makes life worth living. 

Indeed, as Professor Sir Arthur Keith has 
shown, all moral virtues — loyalty, discip- 
line, heroism, altruism, honesty, etc. — have 
evolved down the ages in response to the 
requirements of group interest and group 
self-preservation. 

So it is natural that Germans should 
exhibit violent rejection symptoms as they 
see their ancestral homeland invaded by 
hordes of unassimilable aliens and their 
entire human environment threatened. 

All great concentrations of power, like 
that of the landed aristocracy last century 
and before, were in varying degrees illegit- 
imate, but none was to the same degree 
illegitimate, so jncompatible with social 
order, as that which now prevails, having its 
source and centre in faceless finance-capital. 

Germany’s rulers could have ignored the 
misbehaviour of a small minority of ‘skin- 
heads’, ‘neo-nazis’, etc., but have begun to 
realise that nastiness in the streets, so easy 
to condemn, is only the sharp end of an 
anger which is nationwide. 

Even more ominous for the power-central- 
ising conspirators and their supporting 
armies of ‘useful idiots’ are present develop- 
ments in France, where resistance offered by 
Jean-Marie Le Pen’s National Front is now 
being substantially reinforced by a militant 
and well organised farming community, the 
sturdy ‘peasants’. 5 

These peasants, once 40 per cent of the 


population, then reduced to 20 per cent, and 


now less than 10 per cent, have become a 
formidable factor because: (1) They have 
means, vastly superior to any available to 
the National Front, to make their anger felt 
and feared by the Government; with their 
trucks, earth-movers, etc., they can dislocate 
all traffic and even ferry services, a power 


‘they до not hesitate to use; (2) They have 


the sympathy and moral support of the 
people of France who revere their rural 
Contd. overleaf 
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‘NEW WORLD ORDER’ ON 


THE RETREAT EVERYWHERE 
(Contd. from prev. page) 


inheritance, and therefore feel just as much 
threatened as they see their nation in danger 
of being torn out by its roots from the soil 
of their beloved France. 

Mitterand has had to yield to this populist 
pressure and has declared that France will, 
if necessary, veto the EC’s endorsement of 


the GATT concessions demanded Бу 
America. 
And the French, the Germans and 


Britain’s ‘Euro-Sceptics’, opponents of a 
power-grabbing EC, will have been 
encouraged by the news that on December 
6th the Swiss, in a national referendum, 
rejected a plan that would have brought them 
closer to membership of the EC. This 
decision, for reasons bluntly stated, could 
sway public opinion in Finland, Austria and 
Sweden, which have applied for EC 
membership. 


WHY ‘ANTI-SEMITISM’? 

Another component of the world’s much 
troubled affairs calls for some attention — 
the recurrence everywhere, especially in 
areas until recently under communist domin- 
ation, of hostility towards the Jewish people, 
a phenomenon erroneously described as 
‘anti-semitism’. 

There have been few, if any, reports of 
Jews being attacked, like Turks, Arabs, 
Africans, ‘Pakis’, etc., but there have been 
reports of Jewish cemeteries being vandal- 
ised; and the ‘Holocaust’? monument in 

Berlin was damaged and now needs to be 


protected. It should be remembered, 
however, that some of these more out- 
rageous acts of vandalism could have been 
the work of agents provocateurs, since the 
cost of replacing or repairing a few 
gravestones is negligible compared with the 
value of such outrages in modern political 
warfare as a means of exciting public indig- 
nation and distrust against targeted resistance 
movements like the National Front in 
France, the Republican Party in Germany, 
etc. There have in fact been many proved 
instances of self-inflicted vandalism, aimed 
at synagogues, etc. 

On the other hand, the lust to vandalise 
which today has disaffected youth in its grip 
has not spared non-Jewish graves and 
monuments, and continues to be exercised 
wherever its perpetrators can be expected to 
provoke most disgust and helpless rage in 
their elders. 

Nevertheless, as the lines of battle in the 
great 20th century struggle come ever more 
clearly into view, the Jewish people, as a 
passionately self-conscious and highly 
organised nation, have come to be linked in 
the general intelligence with that great 
Money Power now bent on creating a New 
World Order in its own image — a power 
which, because feared, is by some also 
disliked. 


EDITOR’S POSTSCRIPT 


What Mr. Benson has said in the fore- 
going article about the rise of ‘anti-semitism’ 
in the countries of the former communist 
bloc must be understood in the context of his 
earlier remarks about the convenient substit- 
uting of the word ‘hatred’ for ‘anger’. What 


is now happening in Russia and Eastern 
Europe is that millions of people are now, 
by means of their newly won liberties, able 
to engage in free discussion and enquiry 
concerning the source of the communist evils 
under which they have for so long lived — in 
the case of the former Soviet satellite 
countries since just after World War II, in 
the case of those of Russia, Ukraine, etc. for 
nearly three decades longer. The questions 
great numbers of these people are now 
asking are: ‘‘Just who was responsible for 
imposing this tyranny upon us? What was 
the identity of the perpetrators of commun- 
ism? What people were the cause of our 
misery?” 

As a thorough investigation into the 
origins of the communist plague takes. place 
— an invistigation that was never allowed 
while communists were in power — many 
people are starting to become aware of the 
extraordinarily influential role played by 
Jews, both in the founding of communism 
and in its subsequent development, in Russia 
and elsewhere. Inevitably, this is leading to 
widespread anger on the part of the peoples 
who have suffered. For the word ‘anger’ 
substitute ‘hatred’, and you have the 
semantic trick to which Mr. Benson refers. 
Thus are journalists able to report that there 
is anti-Jewish ‘hatred’ in the countries of the 
former communist empire — in other words, 
‘anti-semitism’. By a twist of phrase, an 
understandable resentment by citizens of ex- 
communist states of those who had been 
their tormentors becomes an axiomatic and 
self-evident evil that leads to the gas 
chambers — you see how easy it is if you 
know how to play with words! 


AN AMERICAN VIEW 


Some people in the United States, as indicated here by DON 
WASSALL, do not support ex-President Bush's overseas 
military adventures in defence of the ‘New World Order’ 


The following article was first printed as 
an editorial in The Populist Observer, 
obtainable from PO Box 1992, Ford City, 
Pennsylvania 16226, U.S.A. It was written 
before the recent American air strikes 
against Iraq, which give added weight to its 
theme. 


GEE, at least we don’t have to worry 
about the Establishment being restrained 
by the ‘Vietnam Syndrome’ anymore. 
That disease has been exorcised — and 
how. Instead, we now have Uncle Sam, 
the world’s hyper-active policeman. So 
eager to please is the good uncle that 
countries don’t even have to ask to have a 
large contingent of US military forces 
roaming their territory. All they have to 
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do is displease the bully — er, policeman. 

Of course, like most bullies — er, 
policemen — Uncle Sam is careful about 
applying force. He doesn’t want to mess 
with China, after all, just as he didn’t want 
directly to engage the Soviet Union. No, it 
is much more fun to go to war with such 
military giants as Grenada, Panama, Iraq 
and Somalia, where our ‘humanitarian’ 
Government can exert its will be oppressing, 
and, if need be, slaughtering the indigenous 
populations while itself losing barely a single 
casualty. 

Why is the US in Somalia? The exact 
mission is not known, but don’t kid your- 
selves that it is solely for ‘humanitarian’ 
reasons. This, after all, is the same US 
Government that is pursuing policies vis-a- 


POLICING THE WORLD: 


vis Christians, Whites and the middle class 
in general that can best be described as slow 
genocide. Unless you are one of Uncle 
Sam’s few Chosen — extremely wealthy, a 
corporate or liberal élite, or a homosexual, 
feminist or black supremacist — you suffer 
under a government that is anything but 
humanitarian. 

Somalia is located just south of Saudi 
Arabia and the Middle East. It would be a 
very convenient permanent staging base for 
the American neo-colonialists. Only time 
will tell, but our rogue Government’s goal 
seems to be to administer openly the Middle 
East tinderbox — and the rest of the world 
for that matter. 

Like so many other important issues, the 
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move into Somalia wasn’t portrayed as the 
least bit ‘controversial’; in fact, no 
opposition was shown or allowed. Even the 
Third World countries dare not show oppos- 
ition to the architects of the One World 
Order; as reported in the March 1991 
Populist Observer, the American Govern- 
ment and internationalist institutions have 
gained control over the Third World 
majority voting bloc at the United Nations 
by making most of the governments so much 
in debt that they can be instantly replaced if 
they get out of line. The others, after seeing 
what happened to Iraq, have also learned 
that they too doth not protest too much. 

_ All those who love their country suffer 
deeply knowing that the most cunning and 
sophisticated form of totalitarian control ever 
developed is headquartered right here in the 
United States, a country that used to have 
true liberty. Now it has ‘freedom’ and 
‘equality’, the Orwellian buzz words 
meaning a manipulated herd of cattle. 

The ‘New World Order’ and all that it 
means is, in the main, the offspring of the 
United States Government. That’s why 
America needs a forthright and powerful 
political alternative to the democrats and 
Republicans. That’s why. America needs the 
Populist Party. 


SOMALIA 


US marine keeps watch as local youth goes scavenging 


CROMWELL: A REAPPRAISAL 


Nationalists should honour the achievements of the 
Protector, says JOHN WEST 


The following article will meet with the 
disagreement of many of our readers. We 
take this opportunity to remind everyone that 
Spearhead exists to provide a forum for the 
free expression of opinions within a broad 
nationalist spectrum, and that those opinions 
expressed in signed articles are essentially 
the views of their authors, and are not 
necessarily representative of editorial policy 
or that of any political organisation our 
magazine supports. 


HISTORY is usually written by the 
victors. A classic example of this are the 
views held by certain sections of the 
British public towards Oliver Cromwell. 
Thanks to royalist propaganda, many 
people believe that Cromwell was a 
bigoted puritan who hated pleasure and 
whose chief occupation was breaking 
church windows. To many nationalists he 
is also seen as the man who allowed the 
Jews to gain a foothold in Britain for the 
first time in centuries. All these beliefs are 
false, being based largely on the lies 
trotted out by schools, the media and 
certain writers. 

Many nationalists place England’s (and 
later Britain’s) growth as a major power 
between the reigns of Edward I and Charles 
I. I would say that in many respects this 
interpretation is incorrect. Although the 


science, 


lands of Britain made great advances in 
the arts and exploration, the 
majority of British rulers during this period 
were incompetent, self-seeking and corrupt 
individuals who merely saw their country as 
a means to finance their quests for personal 
glory. 

Due to centuries of inbreeding, the 
English Monarchy presented а sorry 
spectacle, with many kings being openly 
homosexual. Moral failure at the top 
ultimately affected England’s prestige at 
home and abroad, and Cromwell's immed- 
iate predecessors are good examples of this. 

James I (1603-25) had a reputation for 
drunkenness as well as being a well-known 
homosexual. His domestic and foreign 
policies were practically non-existent, and he 
further alienated his people by an extra- 
vagance which resulted in demands for 
money to parliament. Throughout his reign 
he neglected state affairs and spent most of 
his time hunting or seeking sexual favours 
from his royal courtiers. 

Charles I (1625-49), although hetero- 
sexual, proved no better ruler than his 
father. He was dominated by his catholic 
wife and showed no interest in rebuilding 
England’s_ shattered glory. Dutch and 
Spanish fleets fought unmolested in our 
waters. Pirates roamed the English Channel, 


while colonies were lost and British 
merchants were driven out of the East and 
West Indies. Charles was insensible to the 
obgligations of his office, arrogant. towards 
his people and faithless to his friends. He 
taxed the people beyond their means, and 
when faced with a Scottish and Irish uprising 
did nothing constructive to end either crisis. 
Eventually, in 1642 his dictatorial attitude 
led to a declaration of war on his own 
people simply because they refused to bow 
in subservience any longer. 


THE RISE OF CROMWELL 


At the beginning of the Civil War, Oliver 
Cromwell had commanded a troop of horse, 
but due to his military skill he quickly rose 
to become the parliamentarians’ most out- 
standing soldier. It was Cromwell’s fighting 
genius that finally led to Parliament’s victory 
over Charles’ forces at Naseby in 1645. 

After the royalists’ defeat, Parliament 
tried to persuade Charles to guarantee more 
rights for the people. Charles, however, 
refused to listen, and when Parliament 
discovered that he was planning to have 
England invaded by an Irish and Scottish 
army they decided to give up all hope of a 
peaceful settlement. 

In 1649 Charles was put on trial for 
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CROMWELL: A REAPPRAISAL 


(Contd. from prev. page 


treason, and on the 30th January he was 
executed. England became a republic under 
control of a Council of State and Parliament. 

Cromwell, by now the most powerful man 
in England, wasted no time in protecting the 
new order. He smashed the first emergence 
of a communist party in the country (the 
Levellers) because he saw the grave danger 
it posed to the security of the nation. 

After this, Cromwell left for Ireland to 
quell a catholic uprising against English 
settlers and finally to bring Ireland under 
British control. Previous attempts to conquer 
the island had always met with failure, but 
under Cromwell the protestant army proved 
unstoppable, and in a matter of months 
Ireland was pacified. To this day, Cromwell 
is a ‘hate’ figure to the IRA and its allies 
due to the fact that he made Ireland part of 
Britain. 

In 1650 Cromwell returned to England to 
a hero’s welcome. He was quickly sent to 
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put down a royalist revolt in Scotland and, 
although reluctant to fight fellow protestants, 
he nevertheless defeated the rebel army 
before chasing its remnants into England, 
where he destroyed it at Worcester in 1651. 

Now that the war was won, Cromwell 
worked hard to restore Britain’s greatness. 
In the next few years, first as head of the 
Council of State and then as Lord Protector, 
he gave Britain peace and security after 
years of Stuart corruption and misrule. He 
was the ultimate British Nationalist. He 
brought true leadership, morals, law and 
order and, above all, a sense of pride and 
national unity. He gave the country a written 
constitution and, for the first time, united 
Ireland, Scotland, Wales and England under 
one flag. New schools were founded and 
grants were given to promote education. The 
arts were encouraged, and under Cromwell’s 
patronage the poet John Milton produced 
some of his finest works. Music and painting 
flourished, and the first English opera was 
performed. Scientific study increased, and 
trade and commerce made Britain pros- 
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CROMWELL AT YORK, 1650 
The Roundhead leader was on his way to battle with Scottish forces at Dunbar 
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perous. Cromwell also gave as much as 
£40,000 a year (a huge sum in those days) 
to charity, while his strong desire to see 
order maintained resulted in the highways 
and towns of Britain being mainly cleared of 
criminal elements. For the first time in 
centuries, people felt truly protected under 
the wise guidance of a great national leader. 


EXPANSION OVERSEAS 


Abroad, Cromwell’s achievements were 
just as great, and even the royalist Earl of 
Clarendon paid him the famous tribute: ‘‘His 
greatness at home was but a shadow of his 
glory abroad.’’ Cromwell was determined to 
make Britain respected all over Europe. 

Cromwell adopted a far-sighted global 
imperial policy which resulted in Britain 
gaining her first true empire. The navy was 
reformed and expanded (between 1655 and 
1660 200 ships were built), and under 
Admiral Blake the seas from Algiers to 
Dunkirk were cleared of pirates to guarantee 
safe passage for British merchantmen. 
Cromwell’s pledge ‘‘to keep foreigners from 
fooling us’’ also resulted in the destruction 
of the navy of catholic Spain, thus ending 
the latter’s days as a world power. Before 
Cromwell, Britain had only one foreign 
possession, Virginia. By the time of his 
death, she had gained Jamaica, St. Helena, 
Nova Scotia, New Brunswick and Dunkirk 
— plus naval bases in Algiers, Tetuan and 
Tunis. Trade treaties were also signed with 
Denmark, Sweden and Holland, and 
Cromwell made plans for colonial expansion 
into Canada, India and even Europe. In 1640 
the Venetian Ambassador had described 
Britain’s Government as ‘useless’; but now, 
a mere 15 years later, all of Europe looked 
upon Cromwell’s republic with envy and 
admiration as the dominant sea-power and 
with an army that was the wonder of the 
world. 


DEATH 


In 1658 Cromwell died. His successors 
proved weak, and in 1660 the republic 
collapsed. On May 30th of the same year the 
Monarchy returned. 

The Restoration was a black day in British 
history. With the ascent to the throne of 
Charles II the clock was put back to 1641. 
Corruption, immorality, lawlessness and a 
complete lack of national and social unity 
were once again the norms. Within a few 
years, due to Charles’ incompetence, 
Britain’s prestige was lost. Dunkirk and 
Nova Scotia were given up. The army was 
disbanded, while the navy was neglected and 
allowed to stagnate. In 1667 the Dutch sailed 
up the Medway and destroyed half the 
English fleet. It was little wonder that Pepys 
wrote: ‘‘Everybody do nowadays reflect 
upon Oliver and commend him what brave 
things he did and make all the neighbour 
princes fear him.” 

Truly, Cromwell deserves every nation- 
alist’s praise as our most outstanding 
statesman and soldier. His military skill 
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ranks alongside that of the Alexanders and 
Napoleons of history, while his political 
genius gave Britain a period of strength and 
prosperity that has seldom been equalled. 

It is tragic that Cromwell, as our most 
well-meaning and highly principled leader, 
has been maligned for so long. For in the 
words of the historian Lord Shelborne: 
‘While he had the power... (he) did more 
set things forward than all the kings who 
reigned during that century. England was 
never so much respected abroad, while at 
home talents of every kind began to show 
themselves, which were immediately put to 
sleep or crushed at the restoration.’’ 


CROMWELL AND THE JEWS 


Although the Jews were formally expelled 
from England in 1290, their subsequent 
expulsion from Portugal and Spain resulted 
іп а «steady trickle of illegal Jewish 
immigration back into this country. The 
authorities, however, turned a blind eye to 
this, and by the reign of Charles I there 
were small Jewish communities established 
in London, York and Dover. 

In London there was even a synagogue, 
owned by a certain Moses Athias, who was 
clerk to the Jewish merchant Don Carvajal. 
A man of great wealth and extravagance, 
Carvajal was known as ‘the Great Jew’ 
because it was said he imported over 
£100,000 worth of bullion a year. It is 
highly likely that there were other small 
Jewish communities in Britain at that time, 
and in all the entire Jewish population of the 
island probably exceeded 1,000 persons. 

In 1655 Oliver Cromwell had been Lord 
Protector for two years. In that short time he 
had made Britain a world power, and as a 
consequence of this he received requests for 
British friendship and aid from as far afield 
as Russia, Transylvania and Morocco. It is 
not surprising, therefore, that in September 
1655 Cromwell was handed a petition from 
Menasseh ben Israel, a Jewish physician 
living in Amsterdam, requesting that the 
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After formally meeting Menasseh ben 
Israel, Cromwell called a conference of 
politicians, merchants, lawyers and 
preachers. During December 1655 they 
discussed the petition for admitting the Jews, 
but opinion was divided, with many arguing 
that the Jews, if legally introduced into the 
country, would damage British commerce 
and religion. Finally, on 18th December 
1655 the session ended with the result that 


legal tolerance of Jewish settlement was not 


granted. Later Cromwell received a report 
from his Council of State saying that he 
should deal with the Jewish petition person- 
ally. 

By the Spring of 1656 Cromwell had still 
not made his decision, and in April 
Menasseh ben Israel wrote sadly: “Ав yet 
we have not had determination from His 
Serene Highness.”’ 


MISTRANSLATION 


In several accounts of Cromwell’s life it 
has been stated that the Protector gave the 
Jews a verbal assurance of tolerance in 
January 1656, but this is in fact based on a 
mistranslation of a contemporary report 
from: ‘‘Meanwhile they (the Jews) continue 
to meet (for prayer)” to an incorrect text 
which read: ‘‘Meanwhile they may continue 


to meet” (this writer’s emphasis). 

Cromwell’s sudden indecisiveness and 
reluctance to allow legal Jewish immig- 
ration was probably due to the fact that 
through his spy network he had learned that 
certain Jews in Amsterdam had approached 
the exiled Charles II with promises of 
support and financial aid if he granted them 
patronage in the event of becoming King. 
Charles readily agreed to their proposals and 
said that any contributions they could make 
to his cause would ultimately be rewarded 
with positions of power on his return to 
Britain as King. 

Cromwell thereby realised that the Jews 
were playing a double game, and he refused 
to sign any document allowing formal 
Jewish readmission into the republic. 
Menasseh ben Israel finally left Britain in 
September 1657 frustrated at the failure of 
his petition. He died later that year, it was 
said of a broken heart. 

Although the Jews already living in 
Britain were not persecuted, and small 
groups of Jewish immigrants continued to 
enter the country illegally, the Protector 
never changed his mind regarding the 
petition. Right up to his death in 1658 the 
Jews were still refused any formal right of 
abode in the British Isles. 

In 1660 the republic fell apart, and 
Charles II returned. It was not long before 
he was reminded of his pledge to the Jews, 
and in August 1664 they were at last legally 
readmitted and granted freedom of worship 
and the right to trade. The history of modern 
British Jewry can be formally dated from 
that moment in 1664. 

It was not Oliver Cromwell’s republic but 
the royalist régime of Charles II and his 
successors that allowed the great floodtide of 
Jewish immigration into Britain to begin in 
earnest. 


THOUGHT FOR THE MONTH 


In inferior people of every sort the will to power is easily frustrated. They are not 


able to take their full natural shape. Consequently, in them the will to power seeks 
its ends through devious, underground ways, by burrowing, or by stealing up back- 
Stairs and climbing in back windows. Like all people they create that kind of morality 
which will serve their needs — in this case the needs of the weak, sickly and 
botched. Having no strength in themselves as individuals, they turn upside down all 
sound valuation of life, and pronounce the virtues of superior men evil, and turn their 
own weakness into virtues. On the one hand, out of envy and fear and hatred, they 
disparage and condemn those qualities of their masters which they do not possess 
and, because of the limits set by heredity, cannot acquire. They depreciate beauty, 
health, good birth and great strength; and they deprecate self-reliance, independence, 
boldness, iron will and prodigality. All the lion in man that might make him form- 
idable, all that might lift him above them like a towering mountain peak, sources of 
storms, earthquakes and volcanic eruptions, they cry down and call evil. They would 
fain undermine his belief in and reverence toward himself, and thus disintegrate the 
forming core within him, which, if not nipped in time, might shape him into a 
powerful person, above their understanding and beyond their control. The ‘voice of 
God’ is made to speak always on behalf of the ‘neighbour’, the other man, the mass. 
They would thus achieve a collective strength great enough to overwhem all superior 
men, and either prevent their appearance or drag them down to their own level. Thus 
the ‘herd virtues’ come to the fore — ‘brotherly love, for example... To find life, to 
‘please God’, one must bend one’s neck, deny oneself, forgive all injuries, love every- 
body, and show it always by ‘doing good’ and ‘helping others’. Why? To what end? 
That thus it may become ever easier, more pleasant, more secure for the kind of 
people who preach this doctrine — that is, for the weak, the sickly, and the 
mediocre... 


Jews be allowed to live in Britain legally (in 
November 1654 there had been a similar 
petition to the Protector but it had been 
turned down). 

As a deeply religious man, Cromwell had 
originally belonged to a group that would 
have drawn the limit at toleration of the 
Jews because they denied the divinity of 
Jesus. By 1655, however, Cromwell was 
building an empire, and it was suggested by 
his spymaster John Thurloe that the Jews, 
via their international contacts, could be 
used as purveyors of foreign intelligence 
which ultimately could be of great benefit to 
Britain in her imperial expansion. 

Cromwell also saw it as his God-given 
duty to convert the Jews to Christianity. He 
had been heard to exclaim: ‘‘Since there was 
a promise of conversion, means must be 
used to that end, which was the preaching of 
the Gospel.’’ It was Cromwell’s belief that 
this conversion could only be accomplished 
if he allowed legal Jewish settlement in 
Britain. 


William G. Simpson (WHICH WAY, WESTERN MAN?} 
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THE MYTH OF BESSIE SMITH 


MATTHEW ARMITAGE picks an obscure story from out of 
been used to promote lies about white 


the many that have 
‘racism’ 


BESSIE SMITH (1894-1937) was a 
renowned black American blues singer, 
whose records are still popular even 
today. 

Unfortunately, what she seems to be best 
remembered for is the manner of her death 
on the 26th November 1937. It is alleged 
that she died after being refused admission 
to two all-white hospitals in Clarksdale, 
Mississippi following a car accident — the 
inference clearly being that Bessie was a 
victim of southern white ‘racism’. 

In 1960 a play was first performed titled 
The Death of Bessie Smith. It was written by 
Edward Albee and was supposed to be a 
dramatisation of the singer’s death. The play 
was quite a hit at the time among guilt- 
ridden white liberals, though it doesn’t seem 
to have been performed for very long. This 
was the era of the ‘civil rights’ campaign in 
America and the alleged Sharpville 
‘massacre’ in South Africa, so the time was 
ripe for such histrionics to be foisted on a 
gullible audience. 

The only version of the play that I ever 
saw was a televised one some thirty years 
ago. 

From memory, it begins with a black man 
bursting into a white hospital shouting about 
the accident. A white nurse isn’t very 
“ impressed Бу his agitation, and tells him to 
‘sit down and cool your heels, Nigger.” І 
don’t know if white nurses spoke to Blacks 
in this way in the Deep South in the 1930s, 
but presumably the author writes from 
experience! 

The scene now switched to another white 
hospital, where Bessie has been admitted 
(she never actually appears in the play, 
incidentally). For the next hour there is a 
shouted debate between a nurse in the 
hospital who is critical of the system and a 
few of the staff who are trying to defend it. 
None of the staff seems to have much to do. 

At last we are informed that Bessie has 
died, so the play ends sombrely. 


PLAY CHALLENGED 


A short while ago I was loaned a bio- 
graphy of Bessie Smith. Even though her 
music doesn’t appeal to me, I decided to 
read it out of curiosity. I learned that the 
circumstances of her death were very 
different from what the play gave us to 
believe. The book is titled Bessie, is written 
by Chris Albertson and was published in 
1972. The author has obviously done some 
considerable research. 

According to the book, at 1.00 in the 
morning of the 26th September 1937 Bessie 
was driven from Darling, Mississippi to 
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Clarksdale down Route 61 by a friend, 
Richard Morgan. After they had travelled 
about 75 miles their car was in collision with 
a lorry on a lonely stretch of country road. 
Bessie was flung into the road with her right 
arm almost torn off and severe injuries both 
to her right rib-cage and internally. Morgan 
was uninjured. The lorry-driver was also 
unhurt and his lorry undamaged, so he drove 
off to Clarksdale to alert an ambulance. A 
short while later a car drew up by the 
wreckage of the car in which Bessie had 
been travelling. She was still lying in the 
road. The driver was a white surgeon and a 
friend of his, who had been on a fishing 
trip. 

The surgeon, Dr. Hugh Smith, saw how 
severe Bessie’s injuries were and asked his 
companion to run to the nearest house, some 
500 yards away, to summon an ambulance. 
Whilst the two were waiting for the 
ambulance to arrive, a car driven by a white 
couple smashed into Dr. Smith’s car, with 
the couple receiving minor injuries, so that 
the doctor now had three patients. Within a 
short time of this happening, two 
ambulances and the police arrived. Bessie 
was put in one of the ambulances and driven 
to hospital in Clarksdale, while the white 
couple were placed in the other ambulance. 

There were two hospitals in Clarksdale — 
one for Blacks and one for Whites. An 
ambulance-driver certainly would not have 
taken a black patient to a white hospital or 
vice-versa. The ambulance-driver carrying 
Bessie was himself black, and he claimed 
that he believed her dead before the hospital 
was reached. This doesn’t seem to be true, 
for her death certificate said that she died at 
11.30 the following morning as a result of 
injuries sustained in the accident. The 
hospital was only a country one and was not 


well equipped. However, Dr. Smith claimed 
that even if it had been and Bessie had been 
admitted promptly she would only have had 
a 50-50 chance of survival. She would 
certainly have lost her right arm and would 
never have been able to sing again. 


‘RACISM’ STORY 
PURE INVENTION 


The story that Bessie Smith died after 
being refused admission to two all-white 
hospitals was exhaustively checked by 
Albertson, who could find no truth in it. 

It seems to have originated from hyster- 
ical and unverified accounts printed in a 
‘black consciousness’ publication of the time 
named Afro-American and from pure 
rumours. Before Albertson’s book, no-one 
had bothered to try and learn the truth, and 
many still believe the myth today. 

Some who read this might wonder 
whether there is any point in digging up 
such a story after all this time, but it is of 
considerable importance that we should 
establish the truth. 

The myth surrounding the death of Bessie 
Smith is just one example among a vast 
number of lies and smears that have been 
used to denigrate the white race in the 
middle decades of the 20th century. Anyone 
repeating this lie is clearly guilty of 
spreading racial hatred against Whites, since 
the myth will only serve to make Blacks feel 
bitter at their alleged ill-treatment. 

The play The Death of Bessie Smith 
should quite obviously be banned for these 
reasons should any attempt be made to 
revive it. Anyone producing the play could 
have claimed that it was fiction based on 
fact, but the truth is that it is fiction based 
on fantasy and therefore not worthy of an 
audience. 


Remember the BNP in your will! 


We wish all our readers a long life, but none of us can stay on this earth for ever. 
Have you ever thought about how you can help the good cause when you are gone? 

The British National Party has benefited immensely from a few of its supporters 
remembering the party in their wills. In most cases the money has been invested so 
as to guarantee the party а regular income, rather than being spent in one go. 

it would have been quite impossible for us to have fought the general election had 
it not been for the foresight of our supporters in making provision for us in their wills. 
Recent expansion in printing and publishing facilities has largely been made possible 
by bequeathed money from deceased supporters. 

Why not become one of these benefactors yourself? Whatever you do, make sure 
you do not die intestate and let your estate go to prop up the political system! 

К is natural that if you have a family you should wish to provide for it in the event 
of your death, but nevertheless you may well like to set aside something for the good 
cause as well. On the other hand, if you have no next of kin there is all the more 
reason for ensuring that the cause gets something before you go. 

If you want advice on this matter, please ring or write in and let us know. 
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LETTERS 


SIR: Some readers may have noticed an 
article by Simon Jenkins in The Times on 
December Sth, in which he related the 
ideology of the New World Order, as 
expressed by the Washington Post:- 


‘Countries that fail to care decently for 
their citizens dilute their claim to 
sovereignty and forfeit invulnerability to 
outside political-military intervention.”’ 

No-one should be in any doubt as to the 
objectives of the UN and those who control 
it. 

UNIVERSITY STUDENT 

Wales 

SIR: It is interesting to note the increase in 

support for the British National Party in 

Northern Ireland. This is not surprising 

when you consider that many loyalists in the 

province are becoming discontented with the 

efforts of the official Unionist and Demo- 

cratic Unionist leaders to find a solution to 
its problems. 

You also find that pro-unionist news- 
papers, such as the Belfast Newsletter, the 
Newtonards Chronicle and the Orange 
Standard (the magazine of the Orange Order 
in Northern Ireland) have all failed, like the 
various Unionist parties, to put the pro-union 
case across effectively — thus allowing 
republican parties like the SDLP and Sinn 
Fein to win the propaganda war in mainland 
Britain and America. 

A few years ago an article appeared in the 
Newtonards & Comber Times advocating the 
formation in Northern Ireland of mainland 
political parties and their contesting elections 
here. This I fully agree with, and hope 
eventually to see the BNP contesting 
elections in the province. 

J. ANNETT (Jnr.) 
Comber, Со. Down, N.I. 


(EDITOR’S NOTE: Up to the present, the 


policy of the BNP in Northern Ireland has 


been not to contest elections against Unionist 
candidates and thus split the unionist vote. 
This policy, however, is subject to contin- 
uing review, and if established Unionist 
parties and their leaders are found to have 
failed the loyalist people of the province 
[and there are signs that some of them 
have], the policy may change.) 


SIR: The ‘British’ Moslem Parliament held 


its annual conference in London on January 
9th. Dr. Salim Siddiqui, the head of this 
body, called for further concessions to the 
one million (or is it two or three million?) 
‘British’ Moslems. These included: a 
separate Moslem welfare state; separate 
taxes; an Islamic university; and a separate 
education system. А recent BBC docu- 
mentary examined the practice of female 
circumcision, which up to now has been 
illegal in Britain. 

I have travelled widely throughout the 
Moslem world, and I have found that there 
are irreconcilible differences between our 


: two cultures. It is of course quite easy for 


Dr. Siddiqui and his followers to achieve all 
their ambitions. They simply have to return 
to Pakistan, Egypt, Iran, Bangladesh, or 
wherever they come from. Surely, this 
would be a trip to Paradise and would 
require no more anguish on their part over 
the failings of British society! 
P. ROSE 
London S.W.15 


SIR: In the Greater Manchester area six 
local authorities contribute an average of 
£25,000 per year each towards the annual 
budget of the ‘Greater Manchester Immig- 
ration Aid Unit’. 

This unit and others like it throughout 
Britain exist for one single purpose: to ease 
the way into our country for immigrants and 
to assist those immigrants once they have 
arrived to bring over their families and to 
settle them in homes here. 

The spokesmen for the unit like to say 
that it works on a ‘revolving door’ principle 
— that is, when one immigrant enters, a 
movement is set up enabling a whole queue 
of applicants behind him to enter too. 

These may be wives (several each in the 
case of some Moslems), children, grand- 
parents and other relatives right down to 
second and third cousins. 

The unit in this area largely deals with 


applicants from the Indian sub-continent and 
is headed by the enthusiastic Mr. Steve 
Cohen. 

This facility is directly maintained by the 
local taxpayers, and its work is often 
duplicated by local ‘Law Centres’, another 
group of bodies which seek local authority 
funding and concentrate largely on the legal 
problems of immigrant communities. 

The race industry in Britain today has 
become a multi-million pound concern, 
employing many thousands, a lot of them 
legal and para-legal personnel. It has been 
argued that this industry serves a useful 
purpose in providing paid employment to 
barely qualified solicitors who would in бе. 
normal course of business practice be 
virtually unemployable, and this may well be 
true. 

However, the net result of the immig- 
ration aid business is the flooding of this 
country with the overspill of the Third 
World, and the Indian sub-continent in 
particular. It may be fair to say that a less 
damaging occupation could be found for 
these eager folks. 

It is my observation that in most cases the 
managerial and legal staff of these bodies are 
Jewish, while clerical and reception staff 
will most likely be Asian. Lower down the 
scale, the ‘tea boys’, porters and cleaners 
will usually be black. 

Thus we see a hierarchical structure 
within the race industry which many might 
describe as ‘racist’. Operatives of the 
industry, however, simply describe it as 
‘*finding the right job for the right person’’. 

Cutbacks in local authority spending mean 
that these units are ripe for pruning. By a 
sustained campaign of pressure, those inter- 
ested in the welfare of native Britons can yet 
help to decide whether or not these canker- 
ous growths flourish or fade away. 

Р. KEEFFE 
Milnrow, Lancs. 


How to obtain Spearhead 


Spearhead is available trom our office to tnose who wish to obtain copies for 
themselves every month and to those who wish to obtain copies for redistribution. 
Those wanting copies for themselves each month are recommended to take out a 
subscription by filling in the form below and sending it to us with the applicable sum. 


The following rates are for 12 issues (please tick box where applicable):- 


British Isles: £12.500) Overseas surface mail: £14.400) Unsealed air mail Europe: 
£14.500 Unsealed air mail Middle East, N & S America: £19.800 Unsealed air mail 


Australasia, Far East: £21.400 


PLEASE NOTE: These overseas rates apply if remittance is in Pounds Sterling. If 
remittance is in any other currency, an additional charge of £6.50 is required in the 
case of cheques and money orders and £2.50 in the case of banknotes, these paying 


for banker's commission and charges. 


Discounts for bulk purchases can be obtained as follows:- 

10-19 copies: 56p each; 20-49 copies: 50p each; 50-99 copies: 42p each; 100-199 
copies: 35p each; 200-499 copies: 30p each; 500 copies or over: 28p each (For 
advice on postal rates please contact our office). 


All cheques and postal or money orders should be made out to Spearhead and sent 
to PO Box 117, Welling, Kent DA16 3DW. Please do not include a payment for 
Spearhead in a remittance which includes payment for other items. 
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B.N.P. BOOK SERVICE. (TEL:081 316 4721) 
154 UPPER WICKHAM LANE, WELLING, KENT DA16 3DP. 


NORMALLY OPEN TUESDAY TO FRIDAY 10 a.m. TO 5.30 p.m. 


ARTHURIAN LEGENDS, THE £14.95 (hardback 
only). A beautifully illustrated anthology of Arthurian 
literature from Geoffrey of Monmouth to T.H. White. 
A ‘must’ for lovers of nation legends. 1979, 224pp. 


A WORLD COUP D’ETAT IS PLANNED (Dr. Kitty 
Little) 50p. Update to Treason at Westminster, giving 
details of the destructive effects of treaties foisted on 
Britain. 1984, 66p. 

BABYLONIAN WOE, THE (David Astle) £17.00. A 
study of the origin of certain financial practices and 
their effects on the events of ancient history, written in 
the light of the present day. 1975, 250рр. 

BARNES TRILOGY, THE (Harry Elmer Barnes) 
£2.75. A combined volume containing this famous 
American revisionist’s pamphlets: Court Historians 
versus Revisionism; Blasting the Historical Blackout and 
Revisionism and Brainwashing. These first appeared in 
1952, 1963 and 1963 respectively, and this combined 
edition is dated 1979. 133pp. 

BEHIND THE SCENE (Douglas Reed) £3.50. A 
reprint of the second part of the author’s Far and Wide, 
published in 1953. The new themes are titled ‘Zionism 
Paramount’ and ‘Communism Penetrant’. 93pp. 


BEST OF ATTACK AND NATIONAL VANGUARD, 
THE £12.00. A selection of hard-hitting nationalist 
articles published between 1970 and 1982 in two 
uncompromising American magazines. 217 large pages. 
BIOLOGY OF THE RACE PROBLEM, THE (Prof. 
W.C. George) £1.00. The race equality hoax destroyed 
by an academic expert. 7Орр. 

BOUND TO FAIL (Sundry authors) £2.00. A series 
of articles by various experts covering every aspect of 
Britain’s disastrous membership of the EEC. 1987, 
62pp. 

BRITAIN’S FUTURE: INDEPENDENCE OR 
EXTINCTION (Prof. Stephen Bush) £1.00. A strong 
plea for British independence from EC bureau-cracy. 
1990, 19pp. 

CAMP OF THE SAINTS, THE (Jean Raspail) £5.00. 
A welcome reissue of this sensational novel about the 
destruction of the white race by Asian immigrant 
invasion. 1973, 311рр. 

CHURCHILL’S WAR (David Irving) £16.95. The 
highly controversial story of Britain’s World War П 
leader during the late pre-war and wartime years. This 
book was shunned by all the ‘establishment’ publishers 
on account of its startling disclosures. Churchill- 
worshippers and believers in the ‘orthodox’ version of 
modern history will not like this book, as it describes its 
central character as the man who ruined Britain and the 
British Empire in his insane vendetta against Hitler. 
1987, 591рр. 

COLLAPSE OF BRITISH POWER, THE (Correll 
Barnett) £10.95. A welcome reissue of a vitally 
important book first published in 1972. Shows how 
liberalism and lack of political realism brought about 
Britain’s 20th century decline in the political, industrial 
and military fields. 643pp. 

CONSPIRACY OR DEGENERACY? (Prof. Revilo 
P. Oliver) £4.00. Text of a lecture by the author, a 
brilliant classical scholar, to New England rally for 
God, Family and Country 1966. 76pp. 
CONTROVERSY OF ZION, THE (Douglas Reed) 
£14.50. A best seller in nationalist circles ever since its 
publication. A study of Jewish-Gentile relations since 
biblical times, packed with little known and long 
suppressed facts. 1979, 580рр. 

DEALING IN HATE: THE DEVELOPMENT OF 
ANTI-GERMAN PROPAGANDA« (Dr. Michael Е. 
Connors) £2.50. The writer destroys the fallacy of a 
warlike Germany and examines the methods used to 
promote the myth. 1966, 40рр. 

DID SIX MILLION REALLY DIE? (Richard 
Harwood) £1.00. The fact-filled pamphlet that refutes 
the holocaust legends and has evoked Zionist frenzy. 
28pp. | 

DILEMMA OF INTER-RACIAL RELATIONS, 
THE (Prof. R. Gayre of Gayre) 60p. Demonstrates 
the folly of enforced racial integration. 1966, 21рр. 
DISPOSSESSED MAJORITY, THE (Wilmot Robert- 
son) £7.50. This book has attracted worldwide atten- 
tion, dealing as it does with racial problems in America 
—and not just simply the black-white situation. 2nd 
edition 1981, 613pp. 

ELEVENTH HOUR, THE (John Tyndall) £12 hard- 


Page sixteen 


Here is the latest list of our books. The prices 
given in each case do not include postal charges, 
which should be estimated by calculating one 
eighth the total value of the order. Money should 
be enclosed with all orders, and all cheques or 
postal orders should be made out to the BNP 
Book Service only and not included in remitt- 
ances sent for other items. Orders are likely to be 
dealt with more quickly if BNP Book Service is 
marked on the envelope. 

New titles are marked with stars. 


back. Mostly written by the BNP leader in prison, this 
is the book all nationalists have waited for. The most 
comprehensive presentation yet to appear of the case for 
British Nationalism. 1988, 609pp. 

ELITE, THE (Barbara Cole) £17.00. The exciting 
story of the Rhodesian Special Air Service and its 
campaign against terrorism. 1984, 449pp. 

ENEMY OF EUROPE, THE (Francis Parker Yockey 
& Prof. Revilo P. Oliver) £6.00. Thought-provoking 
essay on the powers set on destroying the European 
peoples, written by Yockey and accompanied by a 
review of Yockey’s work by Prof. Oliver. 1981, 240pp. 
FORCED WAR, THE (David L. Hoggan) £21.00. 
The book for which revisionists have been awaiting for 
years. Described by Harry Elmer Barnes as ‘‘...the first 
thorough study of responsibility for the causes of the 
Second World War...the definitive revisionist work on 
the subject.” 1989, 732pp. 

FRAUDULENT GOSPEL, THE (Bernard Smith) 
£5.95. The third edition of a devastating exposé of the 
World Council of Churches and its support for 
communism and terrorism. 1991, 168pp. 

FRENCH REVOLUTION, THE (Nesta Webster) 
£6.00. A much needed reprint of the counter-revolut- 
ionary classic that exposed the plotting behind the first 
great revolutionary bloodbath of modern history. 1919 
(rep. 1988), xiv, 519pp. 

GLOBAL MANIPULATORS, THE (Robert Eringer) 
£2.50. While the author repudiates any conspiratorial 
view of world events, he still provides a comprehensive 
exposure of the organisation and influence of the Bilder- 
berg Group and the Trilateral Commission. 1980, 95pp. 
GOODBYE OZ CULTURE (Nicholas Maine) £3.50. 
A hard-hitting exposure of the perils facing Australia 
from non-white immigration and of the establishment 
lies being used to promote it. The author is an active 
campaigner against the betrayal of our brother nation. 
1990, 125pp. 

GRAND DESIGN, THE (Douglas Reed) £2.25. A 
behind-the-scenes look at modern world history. 1977, 
45pp. 

GREAT HOLOCAUST TRIAL, THE (Michael A. 
Hoffmann 11) £4.00. Extremely comprehensive and 
well-written report on the infamous trial of Ernst Zundel 
in Canada, also covered in The Zundel Trial and Free 
Speech. 1985, 95pp. | 
HITLER’S WAR (David Irving) £25.00. A revised 
and abridged version of The War Path: Hitler's 
Germany 1933-39 and Hitler’s War (1977 ed.). 1991, 


THE TRUTH 
FROM THE 
INSIDE! 

An anti- 
holocaust 
book from 
an ex- 
Buchenwald 
inmate who 
had no 
reason to 
love the 
Nazis 


VI, 857pp. 

HOAX OF THE TWENTIETH CENTURY, THE 
(Prof. A.R. Butz) £2.40. A scientist applies clinical 
methods to an investigation of the ‘holocaust’ and 
completely dissects the myth. 2nd edition 1977, 315pp. 
HOLOCAUST ON TRIAL, THE (Robert Lenski) 
£14.20. The story of Ernst Zundel’s second trial, with 
illustrations and verbatim extracts from the transcript. 
1990, iv, 544pp. . 
HOLOCAUST STORY AND THE LIES OF 
ULYSSES, THE (Paul Rassinier) £7.75. A socialist 
ex-inmate of Buchenwald and Dora concentration camps 
destroys the holocaust legend. Rassinier was decorated 
for his work in the French Resistance, so this is one 
revisionist they can’t smear. 1978, xviii, 447pp. 
ICEBREAKER (Victor Suvorov) £16.99. A Russian 
defector shows how Stalin engineered the war with 
Germany and exploited it to advance world communism. 
1990, xvii, 364pp. 

І.О. AND RACIAL DIFFERENCES (Prof. Henry 
Garrett) £1.00. Clear and concise summary of the 
evidence of racial differences in intelligence and their 
significance in education. 1980, 57pp. 


IRON CURTAIN OVER AMERICA (John Beaty) 
£7.80. Describes how America’s foreign policy was 
distorted by minority interests. Contains important 
chapters on the Second World War, the communisation 
of China and the Middle East. 1951, 267pp. 


IS THE DIARY OF ANNE FRANK GENUINE? 
(Robert Faurisson) £2.75. Reprinted from The Journal 
of Historical Review, this is a critical commentary on an 
emotive historical document. 1982, 62pp. 


IS THERE INTELLIGENT LIFE ON EARTH? 
(Prof. Revilo P. Oliver) £4.00. An entertaining survey 
of modern fallacies and their charlatan promotors. 1983, 
94рр. 

THE LEMMING FOLK (James Gibb Stuart) £7.95. 
A witty and factual examination of current attitudes and 


intellectual fashions that are threatening our future. 
1980, 246pp. 


LEUCHTER REPORT, THE (Fred A. Leuchter) 
£5.00. The evidence on ‘gas chambers’ by an American 
engineer that rocked the Zundel trial. Leuchter, in 
effect, testified that such installations could not have 
existed in German occupied Europe before or during 
1939-45. 1988, 66pp. 


MIGHT OF THE WEST, THE (Laurence R. Brown) 
£12.00, An American engjneer-scholar gives a new 
interpretation of the history of western civilisation, 
showing the importance of the mediaeval contribution to 
philosophy and science, and showing that the decline of 
the West is not historically inevitable, as some would 
teach us. 1963, vii, 562pp. 

MONEY BOMB, THE (James Gibb Stuart) £4.25. 
Discusses the failure of our debt-based financial system 
and describes its role in creating inflation. 1983, 158pp. 
NAKED CAPITALIST, THE (W. Cleon Skousen) 
£4.80. A study of the political power and ambitions of 
America’s and the world’s financial capitalists and of 
their link-up with communism. 1970, 144pp. 
NAMELESS WAR, THE (Capt. A.H.M. Ramsay) 
£5.75. An outline of the secret history of the events 
leading up to the Second World War, including inform- 
ation on previous upheavals. The author had the honour 
of being imprisoned without trial for four years during 
World War II, despite his status as a member of parlia- 
ment. Originally published 1952, 128pp. 


NATIONAL SUICIDE: MILITARY AID TO THE 
SOVIET UNION (Anthony Sutton) £6.80. Shows 
quite conclusively that Soviet military technology is a 
creation of American aid. Exposes the myth of 
American ‘anti-communism’. 1973, 83pp. 

NEW UNHAPPY LORDS, THE (A.K. Chesterton) 
£6.00 hardback. An exposure of the financial power 
that seeks to dragoon mankind into a global police state. 
1972,288pp. ; 
OTHER LOSSES (James Bacque) £4.50. Startlin 
exposures by a French Canadian writer of the 
maltreatment and deaths suffered by German POWs 
under Eisenhower’s occupying US troops after World 
War П. 1989, 230pp. 

POPULISM AND ELITISM (Prof. Revilo P. Oliver) 
£4.00. A study of the purpose and function of political 
power and the elements which wield it in the present 
century. 1982, 101рр. 


RACE (J.R. Baker) £25.00 hardback. The author, a 
professional zoologist for 50 years, provides ап 
objective and scholarly account of what race means and 
how the concept has affected human thinking. A special- 
ist book, but one of great importance. 1974, 625рр. 
RACE AND POLITICS (H.B. Isherwood) 50p. 
Shows that a sense of racial identity is an essential 
element of nationhood. 1974, 36pp. 


RACE AND REALITY (Cariton Putnam) £4.00. A 
companion volume and supplement to Race and Reason, 
showing how the truth about the race issue has been 
suppressed by interested parties. 1967 (rep. 1977), 
192рр. 

RACE AND REASON (Carlton Putnam) £4.00. A 
plain, unemotional account of the race issue that has 
been an invaluable contribution to the debate ever since 
it was first published. 1961 (rep. 1977), 125pp. 

RED PATTERN OF WORLD CONQUEST (Eric 
Butler) £3.75. A distinguished Australian patriot shows 
that the advance of communism has been assisted by the 
weakness and treachery of western leaders. New ed. 
1985, 115pp. 1 


RELIGION AND THE RACIAL CONTROVERSY 
(H.B. Isherwood) 50p. Shows that racial integration is 
not ordained by Christianity but that the reverse is true. 
1970, 16pp. 


SABOTAGE AND TORTURE (Barbara Cole) 
£12.00. The story of the framing and maltreatment of 
white airmen in Robert Mugabe’s ‘Zimbabwe’. 1988, 
209рр. 

SECRET SOCIETIES AND SUBVERSIVE MOVE- 
MENTS (Nesta Webster) £7.25. A standard authority 
on the most important secret societies undermining civil- 
isation and Christianity in the 200 years up to the early 
1920s. Reprint of 1924 edition, 419pp. 
SELF-DETERMINATION? THE QUESTION 
ULSTER MUST ANSWER (Richard Cameron) 
£5.99. The author’s solution of self-determination for 
Ulster under the Crown may be contentious, but the 
book makes plain the neglect and mismanagement to 
which the province has been subjected by direct rule. 
1992, 192pp. 

SIX MILLION RECONSIDERED, THE (W. 
Grimstad) £2.50. Examines not only the ‘holocaust’ but 
other topics involved in the Jewish Question, including 
the expioitation of the ‘anti-semitic’ smear. 1977, 
170рр. 


SPECTRE OF POWER (Makolm Ross) £6.00. The 
campaigning Canadian schoolteacher describes the 
vendetta against him by a powerful minority. 1987, 
165рр. | 

STATE SECRETS (Count. Leon de Poncins) £3.50. 
A study of some little known state documents that throw 
much light on recent history. 1975, 191pp. 


THIS AGE OF CONFLICT (Ivor Benson) £2.50. An 
exposure of the illegitimate power-structures that exist 
in today’s world. 1987, бїрр. 


THOUGHT CRIMES: THE KEEGSTRA CASE 
(Doug Christie) £2.40. The text of Doug Christie’s 
courtroom defence of the persecuted Canadian 
schoolteacher Jim Keegstra. 1986, 34pp. 


TOO BRIGHT THE VISION?» (Arthur Lewis) 
£7.99. The reminiscences of a valiant clergyman who 
upheld the causes of Christianity and civilised rule in 
Rhodesia. Despite being born in the UK, the author had 
the honour of being barred from this country by the 
Wilson régime. 1992, viii, 279pp. 

TORPEDO RUNNING £5.00. An illustrated magazine- 
sized survey of the writing career of historian David 
Irving. xii, 14pp. 

TRADITIONALISTS’ ANTHOLOGY (Compiled by 
Elizabeth Lady Freeman) £9.00. А fascinating 
collection of quotations from a wide variety of writers, 
many of which are of direct relevance to the nationalist 
cause. 1986, 185pp. 


TREASON AT WESTMINSTER (Dr. Kitty Little) 
50p. Text of a memorandum to the Royal Commission 
on Criminal Procedure entitled: Infiltration of the 
Government by members of subversive or criminal 
organisations for the purpose of furthering the interests 
of those organisations. 1979, 24pp. 
UNCONDITIONAL HATRED (Capt. Russell 
Grenfell) £8.00. An exposure of the hate campaign 
against Germany before and during World War П 
conducted by British politicians, together with its 
disastrous conséquences. 1953, 273pp. 


UNHOLY ALLIANCE, THE (Patrick Walsh) £2.25. 
A former Canadian undercover police officer exposes 
the dirty tricks employed by communists and Zionists to 
misdirect and destroy patriotic groups and to suppress 
free enquiry. 1986, 34pp. 

USES OF RELIGION, THE (Prof. Revilo P. Oliver) 
£1.00. Examines the value of religion as a socially 
cohesive force. 1982, 36pp. 


VENTILATIONS (Wilmot Robertson) £4.50. The 
sequel to the same author's widely acclaimed The 
Dispossessed Majority. Revised edition 1982, 113pp. . 
VICTIM OF THE HOLOCAUST (Hans Peter 
Rullman) £3.50. The story of the framing of John 
Demjanjuk. 1987, 78pp. 

WALL STREET AND THE BOLSHEVIK 
REVOLUTION (Anthony C. Sutton) £6.80. The links 
between Wall Street finance and the Russian Revolution 
are proved beyond all question by an established 
scholar. 1974, 228pp. 


WALL STREET AND THE RISE OF HITLER 
(Anthony C. Sutton) £6.80. A book that has aroused 
considerable controversy among nationalists by its 
suggestion that Hitler had big financial backing from 
Wall Street. The author is an expert on the links 
between finance and politics. Read what he says and 
decide for yourself. 1976, 220pp. 


WAR LORDS OF WASHINGTON (Curtis B. Dall) 
£2.60. In an interview with Anthony J. Hilder, 
Roosevelt’s son-in-law exposes FDR’s responsibility for. 
Pearl Harbour. п.4., 45рр. 


WHAT 1992 REALLY MEANS (Dr. Brian Burkitt 
& Mark Baimbridge) £1.50. Two academic economists 
show the dangers to Britain from involvement in the 
Single European Market. A booklet packed with facts 
and figures. 1989, 44pp. 


WHICH WAY, WESTERN MAN? (William G. 
Simpson) £6.00. A work of outstanding philosophical 
importance based on a lifetime’s study and thought. The 
author was a former Christian liberal who through 
experience turned right away from liberalism and 
embraced the teachings of Nietzsche. Even if the reader 
does not agree with all his religious opinions, the book 
is well worth reading for its account of the author’s 
political awakening. Enthusiastically reviewed in 
Spearhead when it first appeared. 1978, xii, 758pp. 


ZIONIST CONNECTION, THE (Alfred M. 
Lilienthal) £13.00. The second edition of a sensational 
exposure by a non-Zionist Jew of Zionist power 
politics. 1982, 904pp. 

ZIONIST FACTOR, THE (Ivor Benson) £9.75. A 
study of the Jewish presence in 20th century history. 
1986, 216pp. 

ZIONIST TERROR NETWORK, THE £2.00. A 12 
page report on the murderous activities in the United 
States of the Jewish Defence League, compiled by the 
staff of the Institute for Historical Review. 


PUBLICITY MATERIAL 


Except where otherwise stated, the items listed 
below should be ordered from PO Box 117, 
Welling, Kent DA16 3DW. 


A New Way Forward 


A summary of the main political objectives of the 
British National Party. 78p post-free. 


Fight Back! 


British National Party manifesto for the recent 1992 

election. Policies are exactly as outlined in A New Way 

Forward (above) but with different title, cover design 
· апа introduction. 78р post-free. 


Where We Stand 


A new, abridged and bang up-to-date statement of BNP 
policies. Standard information brochure sent to 


‘Stop unemployment... 


BAN 


FIGHTING 
UNEMPLOY- 


. 
even worse is to come. As from 1992, with the advent of the European Th Г. fh t 
Single Market, the few remaining import barriers we had have come Gown. This IS ea e 
policy will put even more British workers on the dole. 
s oniy one wa w» | spearheads 
of British workers: We must place a progressive ban on ii f foreign- 
made manufactured goods, coal and all other items that can be produced in 
Britain, and we must build up British industries to fill the gap. This is а the BNP 
to full em to the recovery of British industry and to nationa 
rity. 


prospe 


campaign 
against the 
job-destroy- 
ing policies 
of the Major 
Government 


Can such a policy work? It has worked — in Japan, the most succe: 
trial nation in the modern world. We c 
Please tick the applicable box and fill 


ssful indus- 
an make it work for ourselves too! 


ill in and send the coupon below to the address at bottom. 

Please send me further information about the British National Party, 

for which | enclose 34p to cover costs. o 

British National Party. І enciose 
tudents) CO 


-rate for OAPs and 8 


LBRITISH NATIONAL PARTY 


Printed & published by BNP, PO Box 117, Welling, Kent DA16 3DW 


enquirers. 28p post-free. 


BNP Election Manifesto 1983 


Booklet outlining the policies on which the British 
National Party fought the 1983 general election. Entitled 
Vote for Britain (23pp). 48p post-free. 


BNP Badges 


British National Party badges with logo in red, white 
and blue. 41.25 post-free. 


BNP Key Rings 


Key rings with attachment bearing BNP logo in red, 
white and blue. £1.75 post-free. 


BNP Cloth Logo 


BNP logo in cloth, also in red, white and blue. Ideal for 
sowing onto anoraks, etc. £1.50 post-free. 


BNP Leaflets 


Join us! New recruiting leaflet designed to aid coming 
BNP Autumn and Winter recruitment campaign. Gives 
brief account of best-known BNP policies. A summons 
to battle! 

Immigration: the time to say STOP! Leaflet drawing 
attention to the still large numbers of immigrants 
coming into Britain and calling for repatriation. 


Violent crime in Britain: the horrifying truth. Deals 
with muggings, rapes and other violent attacks on 
defenceless people, giving examples of specific cases. 
Calls for much tougher treatment of violent criminals. 
Hang child murderers! Very powerful leaflet calling 
for the death penalty for the killers of little children. 

Stop unemployment... Ban imports! Up-to-date leaflet 
dealing with the effect on British jobs of unrestricted 
imports of goods that can and should be produced in 
Britain by British workers. Contains photo of pithead 
scene and is especially suitable for distribution to coal 


miners threatened with redundancy through planned pit 
closures. 

Stand by Ulster! Leaflet supporting Loyalists in 
Northern Ireland and listing BNP policies for the 
province. | 

Election warm-up leaflet. This leaflet has been 
prepared specially for areas where the BNP plans to put 
up candidates for elections, whether parliamentary or 
local government. It precedes the final leaflet bearing 
the candidate's name, and is designed for ~warm-up' 
purposes. Based оп the “Rights бог Whites' theme, it is 
especially valuable for areas where immigration and 
гасе are a big issue. 


Wake up Scotland! Leaflet specially designed to bring 
the BNP message to Scotland. 


These leaflets cost £4.50 per 1,000, with postage 
charges of £4.10 for 1,000 and £4.65 for 2,000. 


BNP Recordings 


Rally 792. Video-recording of BNP Annual Rally in 
London on October 24th 1992. Hear and see speeches 
by Syd Carthew, John Peacock, Ken Henderson, Claude 
Cornilleau, David Bruce, Sam Dickson, Richard 
Edmonds and John Tyndall. 

Rally 791. Video-recording of BNP Annual Rally in 
London on October 12th 1991. Hear and see speeches 
by Steve Tyler, Scott McLean, Ken Henderson, Eddy 
Butler, Tony Wells, Dr. Donald Clarke, Richard 
Edmonds and John Tyndall. 

Rally 790. Video-recording of BNP Annual Rally in 
London on October 13th 1990. Hear and see speeches 
by David Bruce, Steve Cartwright, John Peacock, Karl 
Philipp, Tony Wells, Steve Smith, Richard Edmonds 
and John Tyndall. 

Rally 789. Video-recording of BNP Annual Rally in 
London on October 14th 1989. Hear and see speeches 


Contd. overleaf 
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by Mark Wilson, John Peacock, Gus McLeod, Tony 
Morgan, David Bruce, Harry Mullin, Richard Edmonds 
and John Tyndall. 


Rally 787. Video-recording of BNP Annual Rally in 
London on October 31st 1987. Hear and see speeches 
by Ronald Rickcord, Ian Sloan, Gus McLeod, Dr. Peter 
Peel, Richard Edmonds, Stanley Clayton-Garnett, David 
Bruce and John Tyndall. 
Videos cost £12.00 plus 93p p&p. 

$32. Sound recording of BNP Annual Rally in 
London on October 16th 1982, the theme of which was 
‘Unite and fight for Britain's future’. Speeches by 
Charles Parker and John Tyndall. 
T S I. Two studio talks: (1) ‘Our Anglo- 
Saxon heritage’; (2) ‘Britain's economic crisis’. 


П. Two studio talks: (1) ‘The case for 
nationalism’; (2) ‘Tragedy of the 20th century’ (about 
World War Ш). ; 
Tyndall Speaks III. Two studio talks: (1) “Why we 
must repatriate’; (2) ‘Foundations of the national 
community’. 

IV. Two studio talks: (1) ‘The way to 
full employment’; (2) ‘The racial time-bomb’. i 
Recordings are on audio-cassette and cost £3.50 plus 
34p p&p. 


Allied publications | 

We recommend the following three publications which, 
although not connected with the British National Party, 
reflect a broadly similar viewpoint on national and 
international issues:- 


CANDOUR 
British views letter, founded by A.K. Chesterton to 
defend national sovereignty against the menace of inter- 
national finance. Subscription (UK) £10.00 per year. 
Obtainable from: Forest House, Liss Forest, Hants. 
GU33 7DD. 


BEHIND THE NEWS 

Highly informative newsletter edited by Ivor Benson. 
Enquiries to: PO Box 29, Sudbury, Suffolk CO10 6EF. 
Behind the News is a ‘must’ for your reading table. 


THE TRUTH AT LAST 


Hard-hitting paper for American and other white race 
patriots. Send a £5 note for a six-month trial subscrip- 
tion to: PO Box 1211, Marietta, Georgia 30061, U.S.A. 


ЕЛАР ОСИУ a сна нана а pt 


GETTING around the Midlands with the 


British National Party can be quite exciting. 


If you don’t believe me, you should have 
been in Coventry on Saturday, the 9th 
January, when the Midlands BNP held its 
first activity of the year: a day of action in 
support of the residents of Exhall, who are 
opposed to the sex-abuse clinic for sexual 
perverts being sited in their locality. 

Midlands BNP has for a long time been 
desirous of establishing a group in Coventry, 
and until recently hadn’t had much success. 
The day of action on the 9th January, as 
well as supporting the residents of Exhall, 
has placed the party much in the public eye 
in the city. 

The day started off with a visit to the city 
centre, where a motley crew of ANAL 
(‘Anti-Nazi League’) supporters had set up 
a literature table. When they saw the BNP 
group bearing down on them they, who had 
bravely boasted in press reports that they 
would physically ‘crush’ us, picked up their 
table and ran for their lives! 

At 1.30 p.m. the group in the city centre 
were transported to Exhall, where activists 
from other areas had assembled. With 
banners and union flags flying, the BNP 


BRITISH NATIONALIST 


British Nationalist is a tabloid published 
in support of the British National Party, 
normally on a monthly basis. Sample 
copies will be sent on receipt of 48p 
(covering p&p). Subscription for 12 
issues is £6.00 (British Isles) or £8.25 
(overseas surface mail). Bulk rates are 
as ‘follows:- 


10 copies £2.80 
25 copies £6.60 
50 copies £12.00 
100 copies £21.00 
150 copies £30.00 
200 copies £36.00 
300 copies £50.40 
400 copies £66.00 £7.80 post 
500 copies £78.00 by Roadline 


‘Cheques/postal orders to British Nat- 
ionalist, PO Box 117, Welling, Kent 
DA16 3DW. Please keep orders and 
enquiries concerning British Nationalist 
entirely separate from other corres- 
pondence in order to avoid confusion 
and delay. 


93p post 

ЕЗ:15:651 
£4.10 post 
£4.65 post 
£5.35 post 
£6.25 post 
£7.80 post 


+ 
-+ 
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Report from 

| MIDLANDER | 
formed up on the spot where local people 
had long demonstrated against the clinic. In 
fact it was the one-man campaign of Mr. 
Wilf Smith, who has been outside Ше 
proposed clinic regularly for the past four 
months, that brought the issue to my 
attention on one of my frequent visits to 
Coventry. 

For some time I had pondered as to how 
the BNP might effectively demonstrate to the 
local people who do not want this clinic that 
we are 100 per-cent on their side. Coventry 
BNP, with some assistance by activists from 
other units, has now achieved that very 
successfully, and at the same time estab- 
lished itself on the party map. 

After a short demonstration outside 
Alderman McDonnell House, which met 
with huge support from people driving past, 
the 60-strong BNP party walked with flags 
flying into the housing area of Exhall, with 
a loudspeaker blasting out support for local 
people opposed to the clinic. Here leaflets 
were distributed from door to door. We 


1985. A few copies of this rare issue are 
available on a first come-first served basis. 
A collector’s item deserving its place on the 
nationalist’s bookshelf. £3 in cheques/POs. 
Please leave payee blank. Write to Box. No. 
44, Spearhead. 

ачага а eT ee 
The Faith of our Fathers. Christian and 
patriotic. Free information. Church of 


Britain, PO Box 149, Blackburn BB2 2UQ. 


Excellent day of action in Coventry 


were made extremely welcome. 

After months of consultation, during 
which a petition with 10,000 names in 
opposition to the clinic was put before the 
city council and 90 per-cent of those who 
actually took part in the consultation process 
expressed opposition to the proposal, the 
council, with its perverted idea of 
‘democracy’, gave the green light for the 
clinic to be set up. Naturally, the decision 
caused tremendous local anger. 

We share their anger, and we feel 
strongly that if there is a need for a child 
sex-abuse clinic it should be for the victims 
of the abuse, not the abusers. The latter 
should be removed from society and locked 
away for a very long time. 

The day came to an end with a highly 
successful meeting to set up Coventry BNP 
officially. The meeting was addressed by 
Midlands Organiser John Peacock, who 
introduced the Coventry BNP Organiser and 
went on to call for support for the party’s 
1993 recruitment drive, the ‘Join us!’ 
campaign. 

Didn’t I tell you that getting around the 
Midlands with the BNP can be exciting? 


ы 


NATIONAL VANGUARD Мо. 105, May LEGAL FUND: LATEST 


The British National Party Legal Fund has now 
raised £1,549.00. This is in pursuit of a target of 
£2,000. The fund has been set up to pay solic- 
itor’s costs in pursuit of an appeal in the 
notorious ‘Stickers Case’ in which BNP leaders 
John Tyndall and Richard Edmonds have been 
convicted under the Town & Country Planning 
Act for BNP stickers put up by persons unknown 
in Mitcham, South London. | 


BBC descends to the sewers 


OUR EDITOR COMMENTS ON THE PUBLIC EYE PROGRAMME OF JANUARY 22 


WHEN the British National Party was approached 
by the BBC with a view to its participating in the 
making of a film for the Public Eye programme, 
it needed no special prescience on our part to 
know that this was intended to be the usual 
‘hatchet job’. We gave our co-operation, 
however, as the programme almost certainly 
would have been made without us anyway and it 
was foolish therefore to refuse ourselves the 
opportunity to have our own say. This was the 
correct decision, as it always 18 іп these 
circumstances. There are some people who 
imagine that a political movement can survive and 
grow while boycotting the mass media, but they 
are not folk who live in the real world. 

This having been said, it is wise to approach 
media operatives, especially BBC ones, on the 
understanding that the great majority of them 
should be given the kind of trust customarily 
accorded to rattlesnakes, as their mission in life 
where nationalists are concerned is to crucify us 
in the eyes of their public, if necessary by resort 
to the most vicious lies and misrepresentation. 
We were under no illusions that the Public Eye 
programme, scheduled for January 22nd, would 
be an exception to this rule, and when the lady 
presenter exuded sugar and spice at one of the 
preliminary meetings we were not deceived. 

When the filming team arrived at my home for 
the arranged interview they were still in a state of 
some shock from their experience the previous 
evening, when they had recorded extracts from a 
party meeting in East London. With an air of 
great wounded indignation, they described how 
hostile the reception to them had been and how 
their cameraman, poor darling, had actually been 
hit by a flying bottle as they left the premises at 
the end. Whilst I was ready to believe that some 
serious breach of discipline by party supporters 
might have occurred, I postponed coming to any 
final conclusion about the matter until I had made 
some further enquiries. These enquiries estab- 
lished that the filming team had reneged on a 
clear agreement they had made with the meeting 
organisers beforehand that there would be no 
close-up shots taken of individual members of the 
audience, this agreement being entirely necessary 
in view of the victimisation some of our members 
have suffered in their jobs as a result of their 
connections with us — a victimisation in which, 
of course, the Public Eye team were entirely 
uninterested; the only suffering that excited any 
concern in their intrusive nostrils was that of 
Blacks or Asians who complained of maltreatment 
by the BNP! 


WELCOME OUTSTAYED 


When TV cameras were thrust into the noses of 
audience members who had desired to maintain 
privacy and anonymity, there was, very under- 
standably, considerable annoyance, and it was 
made clear to the TV team that they had out- 
stayed their welcome. Apparently, just after they 
had left the meeting and were proceeding up the 
street to their vehicle one person from the 
audience, his patience stretched beyond breaking 
point, heaved an empty beer-bottle іп the 
direction of the cameraman. I do not approve of 
this action, but having heard full reports of what 
preceded it from several colleagues who were 
present I am inclined to take a much more lenient 
attitude towards the thrower that. I would do in 
normal circumstances. 


When the team arrived at my home they were 
treated with every possible courtesy, with my 
wife making coffee for everyone. However, from 
the moment the interview began, it was quite 
clear that the interviewer, one Miss Sarah Spiller, 
was not in the slightest bit interested in giving me 
or the BNP a fair hearing. Nowhere was there 
any mention of party policies; all the lady was 
concerned about was branding us all, including 
myself, as criminals so obviously awful that the 
public should not even consider thinking about 
what political objectives we actually stood for. 

In 20-odd years of giving interviews to 
journalists and broadcasting people I have come 
to expect hostility and to anticipate that the focus 
of questioning will be away from the real political 
issues and onto personal allegations of this kind. 
I must, however, award Miss Spiller one of the 
very top prizes for the sheer poison of her 
approach. She clearly will have commended 
herself to her superiors, who of course are ready 
to reward zeal and talent in the art of dragging 
everything patriotic and pro-British through the 
malodorous slime. 

I presumed the proceedings to have ended 
when this self-appointed grand inquisitress gave 
me a concluding ‘thank you’. Upon this, I felt the 


moment had arrived for me tell the filming team | 


what I thought of them in no uncertain terms. 
This is not a regular practice of mine but the 
sense of nausea generated during the interview 
induced me to break my normal rule on this 
occasion. As those who saw the programme will 
know, the cameras had not in fact been switched 
off, and part of my dressing down given to the 
team was shown in the final broadcast. This was 


in violation of all the normal ethics of inter- 


viewing, and almost certainly would not occur 
with any other type of interviewee. However, at 
the end of the day I must blame myself for this 
error. Ample experience should have taught me 
that with such people any descent to the gutter is 
possible. I disobeyed the voice of experience and 
expected from the film team standards of decency 
and fair play that I should not have expected. Let 
my slip-up be a warning to others, as well as to 
myself, as to what to anticipate in the future! 


PROGRAMME A TRAVESTY 


The final broadcast version of the programme 
was a travesty from beginning to end. It was 
clear what the objectives of the producers were. 
A wholly false and unfounded chain of assoc- 
iation linked the BNP to football hooligans, 
murders of ethnic minority members and spect- 
acles of the devotees of ‘rock’ music (seemingly 
nearly all male) gyrating around a dance-floor. 
To the intelligent and discerning viewer, the links 
rested on a series of non-sequiturs so ludicrous as 
to warrant instant dismissal. Because a few young 
supporters of the BNP attend ‘rock’ concerts 
(many of them for social purposes rather than for 
the music), and because at one such concert some 
members of a well-known football mob were 
present — presto! The BNP is allied with football 
hooliganism, a pursuit it regards with complete 
loathing. 

Then what of the so-called ‘racial murders’ that 
were cited in the programme? In fact the police 
investigating both these murders have so far been 
unable to find a shred of evidence linking them 
with any racial motive, least of all a political one. 
But never mind, BBC character assassins are not 


troubled by such trifles as facts. Because certain 
left-wing political groups decided to exploit the 
killings of two youths in London, one a West 
Indian and the other an Asian, for their own 
political ends by designating them as ‘racist’, this, 
in BBC eyes, lent automatic and unquestioned 
authenticity to the claim that somehow the BNP 
had something to do with them. Ergo the BNP 
commits racist murders — it’s that simple! 

When Miss Spiller started to grill me on this 
subject I asked her why the Public Eye team were 
not interested in the frightening increase in 
assaults by black thugs on defenceless old white 
women, some of them ending in murder, some in 
rape, thousands more merely in robbery and 
beatings-up. She abruptly changed the subject. 
Obviously this was of no concern — only Whites 
ever commit racial attacks! 

Also of по interest whatsoever to (е 
programme team was the series of acts of 
violence that have been committed against BNP 
members over the years by mobsters of the far 
left. Only nationalists, you see, ever beat up 
political opponents! Young Asians were filmed 
practising unarmed combat in anticipation of BNP 
thuggery, with Miss Spiller listening to one of 
their spokesmen with evident sympathy. Just 
supposing that those in training had been our 
people — of course it would have been for the 
purpose of committing more of those mythical 
‘racial attacks’ — or perhaps of overthrowing the 
Government! 

At one stage in the programme it was stated 
that the British National Party does not normally 
advertise its meetings — as if there was something 
sinisterly clandestine about them. The truth is of 
course that the BNP is banned from hiring halls 
by practically all local councils, and is forced to 
employ methods of deception to be able to hold 
meetings at all. This, needless to say, would not 
interest the makers of such programmes as Public 
Eye, one of whose purposes is to depict our party 
as a danger to ‘democracy’ rather than one that is 
denied its proper democratic rights — as is in fact 
the case. 

АЙ in all, I would say that the Public Eye 
programme on January 22nd was one of the 
nastiest pieces of anti-nationalist smear 
propaganda that I have witnessed in my entire life 
as a political campaigner. At the end of the day, 
however, I do not believe it had anything like the 
effect intended. One of the great mistakes our 
media workers make — particularly in times like 
these — is to overestimate how much the British 
people love them and hang on their every word. 
Of course there are still plenty of morons sat in 
front of goggleboxes up and down the land who 
respond like Pavlovian dogs to every message Big 
Brother broadcasts to them. But an increasing 
number of our compatriots are now coming to see 
these dirt-peddlers exactly for what they are. The 
reports that I am getting from around the country 
indicate that a great many did not swallow the 
garbage served up by Public Eye but are asking 
themselves: why is the BBC so frightened of us 
that it must use this kind of manifest ‘overkill’ to 
do us down? Already I have been stopped in the 
street by people I have never seen before and 
shaken by the hand as a result of what they saw 
on the night. This indicates that Britain is waking 
up, and that — to some people — is a terrifying 
thing! 

1.Н.Т. 
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ISLINGTON 8 CAMDEN 
BM Вох 3958, London УСІМ 3XX 


EAST LONDON 
PO Box 300, Emma Street, 
Hackney, London E2 7BZ 


HILLINGDON 

PO Box 275, Uxbridge, 
Middlesex UB10 8XU 
CROYDON & MERTON 
PO Box 301, Carshalton, 
Surrey SM5 4QW 


SOUTH EAST LONDON 
PO Box 117, Welling, Kent DA16 3DW 


EPPING FOREST 
PO Box 12, Loughton, Essex IG10 2DN 


WEST KENT 
PO Box 48, Tonbridge TN11 9JF 


EAST KENT 
PO Box 8, Ashford TN23 2EL 


WATFORD 
ВМ Box 1245, London WCIN ЗХХ 


MILTON KEYNES 
PO Box 811, Bradwell Common, 
Milton Keynes, Bucks. MK13 8YZ 


LUTON & DUNSTABLE 
PO Box 396, Luton, Beds. 01 1ҮҮ 


ISLE OF WIGHT 
PO Box 7, Ventnor, 1.0.W. РОЗ8 ІВА 


DEVON 
PO Box 160, Exeter EX1 ЗҮҮ 


SOUTH WALES 
PO Box 214, Cardiff CF3 9YB 


NORTH WALES 
С PO Вох 850, Bangor, Gwynedd LL57 20) 


BIRMINGHAM 
PO Box 771, Great Barr, 
Birmingham B44 9LZ 


STOKE-ON-TRENT 
PO Box 312, Hanley, Staffs. ST1 OSG 


LEICESTER 
PO Box 148, Leicester LE3 2YD 


NOW BACK IN PRINT! 


The German Revolution (by H. Powys 
Greenwood). Originally published in 1934, 
this is the only objective account available 
dealing with the early-1930s period of 
German history. Highly readable! Quality 
paperback at £8.50. Cheques/POs only to 
LIFE RUNE BOOKS, P.O. BOX XG 22, 
LEEDS LS14 6XN. We also stock books and 
tapes by Savitri Devi, Lincoln Rockwell, 
Andrew Macdonald and others. Send a large 
SAE for latest lists. 


Send 50р for information pack to:- 


P.O. BOX 117 
WELLING 
KENT DA16 3DW 
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(Telephone enquiries to: 081 316 4721) 


Contact your local 
party unit 


THE BRITISH NATIONAL PARTY is organ- 
ised into active units extending over most of 
the United Kingdom. Here we give a list of 
the main units. 


PETERBOROUGH 
PO Box 211, Peterborough, 
Cambs. РЕЗ 8ЈЕ 


NORTHANTS. 
PO Box 72, Irthlingborough, 
Wellingborough NN9 5XN 


NOTTINGHAM 
PO Box 2, Carlton, Nottingham NG4 3EQ 


WEST NOTTS. 
PO Box 5, Eastwood, Notts. NG16 3RN 


NEWARK 
PO Box 5, Newark, Notts. NG24 3LD 


' DERBY 
PO Box 249, Derby DE21 9EG 


CHESTERFIELD 
PO Box 174, Chesterfield, 
Derbyshire S40 1FP 


LIVERPOOL 
PO Box 116, Liverpool L69 1SH 


The BNP also has units in Richmond-on- 
Thames, Redbridge, Barking & Dagenham, 
Isle of Sheppey, Reading, Gloucestershire, 
Bristol & Bath, Stevenage, Bedford, Stour- 
bridge, Walsall, Coventry, Mansfield, 
Grantham, Bolton & Bury, Warrington, 
Batley, Hull, York, Skipton, Tees-side, 
Sunderland, Stirling & Alloa, Fife, Cumber- 
nauld, Greenock, Lanarkshire, Ayr, Cumnock 
(Ayrshire), Inverness and Belfast. If you want 
to make contact with any of these units, or 
start a new unit, please write to BNP Head 
Office at PO Box 117, Welling, Kent DA16 
3DW. 


DON’T FORGET SUBS! 


This is a reminder to all readers who are 
also British National Party members that 
their annual subscriptions became due for 
renewal as of the Ist January. Rates are as 
before: £12.00 p.a. with 50 per cent reduc- 
tions are available if desired for OAPs and 
students. 

Please ensure to get your renewals in as 
soon as possible! 


Find out about the British National Party 


MERSEYSIDE 
PO Box 241, Liverpool L69 7JS 


MANCHESTER & SALFORD 
PO Box 16, Salford M6 SEP 
ROCHDALE 

16 Count Street, Rochdale, 
Lancs. OL16 5LP 


OLDHAM 

PO Box 10, Oldham, Lancs. OL8 2WW 
BLACKPOOL 

PO Box 53, South Shore, 

Blackpool FY4 1FS 


LEEDS 
PO Box BR10, Bramley, Leeds 13 


BRADFORD 
PO Box 6, Thornton, Bradford BD13 3QF 


HUDDERSFIELD 
PO Box A43, Huddersfield HD1 4NN 


DEWSBURY 
PO Box 32, Dewsbury WF12 0YU 


HALIFAX 
PO Box 133, Halifax HX3 6HB 


DARLINGTON 
PO Box 61,- Darlington, 
Co. Durham DL3 9RD 


TYNE & WEAR 
PO Box 8, South Shields NE33 1LP 


CUMBRIA 


РО Box 7, Ulverston, Cumbria LA12 8LX 


EDINBURGH 
PO Box 719, Edinburgh EH4 2SR 


WEST LOTHIAN 
PO Box 50, Livingston EH54 8JJ 


GLASGOW 
PO Box 85, Glasgow G3 8UL 


PAISLEY 
PO Box 72, Paisley PA2 ОВН 


NORTHERN IRELAND 
PO Box 20, Portadown, 
Co. Armagh BT62 3PX 


Opening times: please note! 


In our advertisement for the BNP Bookshop on 
page 16 it is stated that its normal opening times 
are: Tuesdays to Fridays, 10 a.m. to 5.30 p.m. 
However, there are occasions when the shop has 
to be closed during these times for staff to leave 
the premises on essential business. This will not 
be necessary when we are in a position to engage 
extra staff, but it sometimes happens at present. 
To be sure of catching someone in when you call, . 
it is always best to telephone first. 


Printed & published by Albion Press, PO Box 117, Welling, Kent DA16 3DW | 


